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WHAT IS CHRISTIANITY 


1. Introduction 

In view of the (act that the Christian Missionary Societies have 
cpftad i network of missions of different denominations throughout 
the length snd breadth of Indis and Pakistan; and these missions in 
their turn are sending forth thousands of men and women to the 
illiterate population in villages with medicine chests and musical 
ents 10 attract these simple-minded folk, and are publishing 
a tracts and pamphlets every year with the sole object of 
the world believe that Christianity is the panacea for all 













In Older to compete with the Greek, the Roman, the Syrian and the 
Egyptian priests who were catering to the public taste by of fering 
religions suited to the preconceived notions of prospective adherents 

and followers. The zealous church fathers, in order to cany away the 

palm, drew not only copiously bul also indiscriminately from all the 
prevalent religious systems which, so far as their individual nature 

was concerned, were more or less eclectic. This infiltration of 

dogmas and rituals from foreign and alien sources into the simple 

religion of Jesus, continued for si* long centuries, till by dint of 
church councils, held under the aegis of the Popes who were of 
course infallible, ihough several of them suffered from syphilis" all 
these heterogeneous elements, viz. trinity, incarnation, the logos, 
original sin. son of God mariolatery. Atonement and Crucifixion — 
were most solemnly stamped and accepted as Christianity. .The 
movement known as the Reformation in European History did not 
aim at reforming the onginal religion preached by Jesus. Luther and 
Ids associates did not trace the evil to its source — what they did 

was to reform the Christian church and not die Christian religion He 

did not reject the unchristian doctrine of the Trinity, of the incama 
lion or the Atonement; on the other hand he rejected the church 
doctrines of the infallibility of the Pope, the Transubstantiauon. the I 
confession, die inquisition, and the celibacy practised by the clergy. 

The vestiges of Mithraism. Esscnism Gnosticism. Manicaheism. 
Buddhism, and Neoplatonism persist and arc visible even today in 
the simple religion of Jesus. 


With these introductory remarks which arc sufficient lo establish 
the spurious character of modem Christians. I make a few 
observations regarding this most irrational religion on the face of die 
Earth whose irrationality is. in a very large measure, responsible for 
the degradation of religion itself in the eyes of the enlightened 
peoples of the globe and the wave of skepticism and matenalism 

which eventually swept the whole of Europe in the eighteenth 

century, resulting in the modem godless civdtzabon which, in its 
turn, is solely responsible for the mighty cataclysm which has 
engulfed Europe and America in the present age. 




2. Religion without any 
Genuine Revealed Scripture 

Christians affirm that their religion is based upon lire New 
Testament, i.c , Christianity is a revealed religion but a dose 
scrutiny into this statement reveals that their claim to revelation is 
utterly hollow and unfounded. 

A revealed religion, in order to establish its claim, must produce 
a book revealed by God to the founder of the religion, but Jesus, as 
admitted by Christians themselves, gave no book to his followers. 
He "descended into Hades and then ascended to the Heavens"* 
without leaving any book behind him. What is known as the New 
Testament today is a collection of four individuals, two of whom — 



















(a) St Luke does not himself lay any claim to revelation: on the 
contrary, he begins by admitting that he has compiled the 
biography of Jesus from hearsay • 

(b) Why did God reveal His word to these four writers and why 
did He not adopt the mote reasonable course of revealing 
His word lo the founder himself? But the difficulty does not 
end here. Even the books written by the followers of Jesus 
are lost lo us for good: hence no reliance can be placed upon 
these beautifully bound copies of the "Authorised version” 
and the "Revised version" in English and their multilingual 
translations in other languages Let me give a concrete 
example: 

Thc Revised version is an improvement upon the "Authorised 
version" and this is the translation of certain Greek MSS., via. 
Codes Vaticanus. Codex Alexandrianus. Codex Ephracm and Codex 
Bczae. supposed lo have been scribed dunng 5th and 6th century 
after Christ 

(a) Taking for granted that the original MS. was in Greek, the 
question arises how to account for the wide gap of five centuries 
between Use original text and its existing copies mentioned 
above? How can it be proved that Codex Vaticanus is the 
faithful copy of the original text? 

(b) Where is die original text written dunng the life-time of the 
original or genuine writers or compilers of the New Testament? 

(c) Is there any evidence available that these Greek MSS. are 
genuine and authentic productions of Hie original? 



(d) Lei the Christians apologists prove that the original or genuine 
gospels were written in Greek; and this depends upon 
reproducing the original text 

(c) Unless it is proved that Matthew, Mark. Luke and John wrote in 
- Greek, we are quite justified in presuming that they wrote in 
Hebrew or Syriac or Aramaic. 

(0 Jesus was a Jew. he was bom in Jewish family; he preached to 
the Jews: his earliest converts were Jews; he spoke Aramaic 
the local dialect; as is evident from his last words on the cross 
"Eli. Eli. lama Sabachthani?" Under these circumstances, the 
irudi of which is established beyond any shadow of doubt, it is 
well nigh impossible to assert that Jesus and his disciples spoke 
and wrote in Greek a language quite foreign lo the Jews. 

<g) All commentators have agreed upon the fact that Matthew wrote 
his gospel in Hebrew: but the text has been lost to us for good. 
Very weU, now arises the pertinent question, who can prove that 
• these existing Greek MSS are a faithful translation of the 
original Hebrew gospel which is now no more to be seen in the 
world? 

Thus I have proved that modem Chrisdanity is a religion 
without any revealed book; in other words. Christianity is refuted on 
its own grounds. 

(h) One more question and I will bring this tragic story to a dose. 
According to all the church historians* of repute, there were 
current in Christendom no less than 133 gospels during the first 
three centuries after Christ 

In this connection one would venture to ask the following 
questions: 

(a) Who selected these four out of that enormous number of 
gospels, which were current in the Christian world? 
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(c) Wu M one individual or a body who did il? 




(d) Whai criterion did he keep before him in making thi* selection? 

What were his reasons for rejecting as many as 129?*- 

(e) When and where and by whose order was this selection made? 

The Authenticity of the Holy Qur'an 

We Muslims do not believe in translations or versions or 
recessions or editions. We are justly proud of possessing the entire 
word of God. revealed to the Holy Prophet by Allah Himself in its 
original purity and pristine glory; in the very language which the 
Holy Prophet and his blessed Companions spoke From Qana to 
Morocco, one and the same Qur an is recited by the faithful in 
mosques and at home. No doubt we have translated it into so many 
languages and dialects, but we always recite it In Arabic - the 
original tongue in our daily prayers. 

There is preserved in Bamda State Library a MS. of the Holy 
Qur'an compiled in M3 A H. Another and more ancient is preserved 
in Constantinople, written during the caliphate of Hazrat Usman, 
only eighteen or twenty years after the death of the Holy Prophet 
and this MS. of the Qur'an is exactly the same as the one lying on 
my table at this moment. 


The copies of the Qur'an current during the caliphate of Usman 
made out of the text preserved by llazral Abu Bakr and this 
was collected by him during the lifetime at the Holy Prophet 
was approved by him (peace be on him) in explicit terms. Its 
nticity, integrity and genuineness were in fact guaranteed by 
loly Prophet. He actually supervised the task of the compilation 
luring the last Ramadan of his life, he recited the whole of the 
m from beginning to the end in the presence of the faithful 

Moreover, there were more i 


re Compnmns of the 
iy heart In'short the 


Qur'an which we read is not even an iou different from the one 
reared by the companions of the Holy Prophet 

Finally, the Qur'an has always been free from free variations in 

■he text as wen as interpolations of all tons which have crept into 

the text of tl)c New Testament Even the so-called original Greek 

MSS differ from one another in many places and in the absence of 

the genuine text, it is quite impossible now to determine the 

genuineness of the verses in question. But. in the wonts of Sir S. 

Muir, "except the Qur'an, there is no other book under the sun, 

which for the last twelve centuries has remained with so pure a text" 
(vide Life of Uukammrd — Introduction — by Sir W. Muir, 
published 1838). 











A comparative view of the lives 
of Jesus and the Holy Prophet (A.S.) 


The Holy Prophet is a his- I. Jesus' personality is 
lorical personage. shrouded in mystery. 

More than eleven thousand 2. There is absolutely no eon- 
persons have testified to his temporary evidence as to 
life and work. his Ufe and work 


He gave a complete book to 
his followers which he de¬ 
clared was revealed to him 
by Allah and embodied in 
itself a perfect code of life. 

He gave an entirely new 
dispensation to the world 


He taught the fundamental 
principles of his religion in 

in unequivocal terms: hence 
no dispute over them or no 
controversy about them in 


3. He did Not give a book of 
any description to his fol¬ 
lowers. and left the matter 
of religion entirely to their 
discretion. 

4. He laid No claim to any 
such exalted position for 
himself, but told his follow¬ 
ers to follow the same old 
Mosaic dispensation. 

5. He knew nothing about the 
Trinity, the Incarnation, the 
Logos, the Transubstantkm. 
the Atonement, or the 
mandatory or the elaborate 
ritual of the Roman Church 


and our love. 



perfect God and as such his 
personality has become 
quite an enigma. We cannot 
feel drawn towards him as 
he is not one of us; he be¬ 
longs to quite a different 
species and as such he can¬ 
not serve as model for us. 


7. He can inspire confidence 7. Nothing of that son. as we 
in us by his achievements. arc apt to attribute all his 



8 He is the greatest exampler 
for human beings. For 
rwentythrce long years, he 
lived and worked amongst 
* ‘us as an ordinary mortal and 
during this period he dis¬ 
played so many phases of 
his humanity and so varied 
aspects of his sweet person¬ 
ality that men in all walks 
of life — from kings and 
mien down to the man in 

find a definite pattern for 
his guidance in life. 


8 He has absolutely no 
beauty or excellence ti 
credit. He lived for b 
three yean and died ig 
iniously on the cross. 


9. The Qur'an gives this exalted 
position to the Prophet. Al¬ 
lah says. "Verily, in the life 
of the Messenger of Allah 
there is a noble uswa 
(model) for you". 



10. The Holy Prophet "i 


i such claim. 


Iff! 


mosi successful of all the 
religious personalities of the 
world" (vide Encyc. BriL. 
Art Muhammcd)" 

II. The Holy Prophet gave a 
perfect code of life to his 
followers. 


12. The Holy Prophet wrought 
a mighty revolution and 
made the Arabs master of 
the then civilized world. 


'Shed owing to his sudden 
arrest and crucifixion (as 
believed and preached by 
the Christian Church). 

II. Jesus left some portion of 
his teachings to be imparted 
by the Paraclete vide John 


12. Jesus could not free his 
people from the yoke of the 
Romans. 


I 


The Interpolation of the Biblical 
Text and the Unreliable 
Character of matthew’s Gospel 

Christian Testimony 

Having given my own views regarding the spurious and 
unreliable character of the whole Bible. I now adduce the 
testimonies of eminent and world famous scholars of the Bible to 
support my contenting that the Bible, including the New Testament, 
as it exisu today. is not authentic; hence all the church doctrines and 
dogmas based upon it. have no souid basis or historical background 
and must be brushed aside as figments of human brain 

Dr. A Clarke. D D . in Ms famous Commentary on the New 
Testament, published in New York. 1831. has made the following 
observations regarding various readings in the New Testament: 

1. "Copies of the MSS. were formed both by skillful and 
unskillful hands; and when these copies were compared with 
the originals, various readings would surely appear 
irreconcilable or contradictory, subsequent scribes would 
either alter or amend the text from conjecture where they 
could not have access to the original MSS. and this would 
give rise to another category of various readings 

2. There is no doubt that original MSS. differ amongst 
themselves; for when the Christians dispersed they carried 
several MSS. along with them separately. Certainly each 
group had at least one MSS. with it. And in many cases 
these MSS. differed from the original one; consequently 
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regarded as a fact, placed beyond doubt by the tradition of the 


church, that our Matthew is the Creek translation of the original 
Hebrew, clothed with the apostolic authority of Sl Matthew 1 In 


support of my findings I quote the following church fathers: 


(1) Papias says. "Matthew wrote the discourses in Hebrew and 
each one intcipreted them as he could' (vide Eusebius. 
3:39). 


(2) Ircnacus says, Matthew published a gospel amongst the 
hebrcw in their own dialect, when Peter and Paul were in 
Rome" (vide Haer. 3:1). 


(3) Pamacnus says, "1 found with the people of South Arabia the 
gospel of Matthew in Hebrew " 


(4) Origen says. "The first written, was that by him. who was 
once a publican, but afterwards an apostle of Jesus. 
Matthew, who gave it to Jewish believers composed in 
Hebrew " 


(S) Eusebius, the famous church historian, says: "Matthew 
having preached to the Hebrews, when about to go to other 
people delivered to them IN THEIR OWN LANGUAGE, 
the gospel accoiding to him." 


(6) Sl. Cyril (Chaicchet 14) says. "Matthew, the same, who 
wrote the gospel in Hebrew, wrote this." 

(7) Epiphanius (Hear. 30:3) says. "Matthew, made his setting of 
the gospel in Hebrew characters". 

(8) Jerome says. "Matthew published his gospel in the Hebrew 
language ." 

Besides these well-known fathers of the church many modem 
Biblical scholars, e g.. Richard Simon. MilL Michalus. Marsh. 
Schimidt. Eichhom. Zeigler. Gnu, Oulshansen. E bra id. Baur. 
20 


Weisse. Tholuck Lange and Luthaidt have expressed the same 
opinion regarding this sutrjea. 

In short, the accepted theory is (hat Metthew collected the 
discourses of Jesus, which were known as the 'Logia' in the Hebrew 
language and every one translated this 'Logia' accoiding to his own 
capacity. 11115 view is commonly shared by such eminent scholars as 
Schliermacher, Schcnectenburgcr, Lachmann. Gredncr. Weisse, 
Ewald. Holtrman and Scholten. etc. 

On the strength of the foregoing testimony, Dr. Meyer believes 
that "Matthew wrote the 'Logia' in Hebrew of which the Greek 
gospel is a translation, the collection of the Hebrew sayings, which 
was in the hands of the Hebrew Christians, was gradually expanded 
by the interweaving of history, into that gospel writing, after which, 
having been translated into Greek, manifests itself In the present 
gospel 

"This present gospel of St Matthew is a translation of a certain 
Hebrew gospel, which, in its turn, originated from the 'Logia' 
originally supposed to have been composed by Matthew 

"The apostolic Kernel - the Logia — itself perished, hut the 
name of the apostle led to the later Hebrcw gospel being regarded as 
the work of Matthew himself. The Hebrcw original fell into 
obscurity and gradually became lost for ever" Consider: 

(a) Our present gospel of Matthew is the translation of Greek 
MSS. which differ amongst themselves and nobody can 
decide which of the MSS. is the most reliable one. 

(b) The Greek gospel is a supposed translation of a Hebrew 
gospel (and there were many gospels current in Hebrew in 
those days) whose authorship is a disputed question: and it 
was commonly ascribed to Matthew 

(c) This Hebrew gospel was supposed to have been an 
amplification of the ‘Logia’ originally believed to have been 
composed by St Matthew in Hebrew for the use of the 
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Hebrew Christians. 

<d) This Hebrew gospel was accepted by the eariiest Christians 
- the Nazarenes and trie Ebionites - as the only true 
record of Jesus Christ: but il penshed along wiih its readers 
dunng the 3rd or 4th century, through the tyranny of the 
church and the oppression of the church fathers. 

Our present gospel of Matthew is not a true copy of trie one 
Logis of Matthew, but is a non-apostolic product which grew up 
of the original apostolic writing and we know nothing abdut its 
authoiship or date of composition. 
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3. The Trinity 


r 


"This won) or term does not anywhere occur in the Bible or the 
writings of the disciples of Jesus, who knew nothing about this most 
irrational and illogical doctrine. The dogma of trinity as embodied in 
the famous Niccnc Creed fotmulated in 323 A.D. finds no support 
fmm the biblical literature: but its advocates try in vain to prove that 
at least trie germs of the Trinity are found scattered in the teachings 
of the synoptists and subsequent writers. For instance, they argue 
that the three persons — the Father, the Son. and the Holy Ghost are 
explicitly mentioned in several places in the New Testament and 
divinity is plainly attnbuted to these persons. Hence we are justified 
in concluding that the New Testament teaches the doctrine of 
Trinity But the Old Testament is emphatic as regards the Unity of 


How to reconcile the two conflicting doctrines? The strange 
answer, which the church fathers give, Is that we should believe that 
God is one and three, both at one and the same time. Let us worship 
God. they said, as one in three and three in one. This is the way. in 
which the church fathers reconciled the monotheism of the Old 
Testament with the Tritheism of the New: and as the term Tritheism 
was avowedly polytheistic, they look shelter under the enigmatic — 
rather irrational term Trinity, originally coined by Bishop Tertullian 
and populanesd by St. Athanasins. 

Our Christian friends sometimes try to prove the "truth" of this 
vibrational doctrine by adducing analogies from objects in Nature. 
Man, ihef"try to argue, is made up of three distinct elements or parts, 
body, soul and spirit yet man is one individual: or the sun consists 
of three qualities, viz., heat, light and rays, yet there is only one sun. 


canons of thought and 


constantly attacked by philosophers and thinkers, the church utilised 

SltSr * " cw 4poto * y ' vu • “* d ° 8ma *» J2J 

""“"f 15 bevond hu ™" “en. No human being. howsoever wise 
he may be, can comprehend (he meaning of this doctrine. 

®“ !?“ ag4i " “ ' faJlKy ^ *>*"“ ° f «hc Trinity is not above 
n»son. but certainly against reason, n is not supra-ratiotul it is 
irrational A mystery is that which human reason can neither prove 

gl ; * """? 11 M °“ v " 

testimony of our sense, e g. the phenomenon of perception We 
eve, y but wcdon't know how urepereotve^ 

But the doctnne of Trimty does not belong to that category Human 
reason formulates cogent arguments against it. and refutes it on 
rational grounds and exposes its absurdity by means of logic. 

Take another example. We ail believe that body and soul are 
united mhuman personality. We ail know that there is a mysienous 
miaiion between body and soul, but this relaion bufiles human 
intellect; nobody knows in what way they are inter related This is 
indeed a mystery; but trinity is nota mystery; it is an absurdity pta.n' " 
f!? “ m ^ T ° de ‘' gnalC Trin "> “ ultra-rationai is nothings! , 
fallacy which cannot staid the tea of reason. 

History of the Doctrine 

i mu f h is rha the Idea of the Trinity was not present 

in the minds of the Christian writers of the first and second 
“"tunes. As stared stove rhis word was coined by Ten£LT£» 
nourished in the third century; and was adoptedbyltii toe 
sutecquent writere on this subject, till it was officiily and fclf 
incorporated into toe church creed in 325 A.C. 

However, the word Trinity though accepted byAdmrch. could 
not find us way into toe New Testament by any mews; thus we can 

S**“ ** “»“”*■ ««■ 4*< m ™ 

uw word or us connotation; nay. we go still furrier and say that 
even Jesus himself did not believe in this doctrine If he had taught it ’ 


lo.tmi disciples « any loan, surely they must lave mentioned it 
twanrdierejor toe other, explicitly in their writings. It is why toe 
UrnWian s4ct.esubli.shes toe humanity of Jesus and toe unity of 
<jOd tom this very New Tesamer*. For instance, they Quote Main, 
Hf-uTm 17/and behold, ow came and iSSSffCIE 
whM •*'* Biing shall I do that 1 may have eternal life? And he said 
unto Jam. why callest thou me Good? there is note good tot one 
God; but if thou wilt enter into life keep the command- 

Here in these verses they argue. Jesus repudiates all claim 
divinity ui unetjuivocl terms, and stands out before the world in 
true colours - a human being-pure and simple. Quotations of 
k«d «f be multiplied lo any number by a diligent student of 
New Tenement. Verses of this nature have baffled toe greatest 
theologians throughout all these centuries who. finding the ground 
slipping off their feet, have adduced some of the clumsiest 
dom * ID <* 'hodogical controversy. "Jesus uttered 
Usiae words^hese ingenious and clever protagonists of (he doctrine 
natten to observe, in toe capacity of his humanity". But they seem 
io torget that this reply or plea lands them at once in the mire of 
lognal faUacy; and to produce fallacious arguments is lo declare 
one s own intellectual and moral bankruptcy. To my | would 
won^s to beg toe whole question. You say he is speaking in his 
capuctiy of man. Quite so. but that is toe only capacity Jesus had 
tapucities other than this, are still awaiting demonstration and 
proof. You intend to convey thereby that Jesus had two natures one 
human, toe other divine. Very good, prove it like an honest mat: but 
y~are bunging forward is proof whm stiU funds in need of being 

Reverting to toe origin] theme, ibis dogma was not known to 
the evangeUsts or early church fathers Let me quote dr. Bucknoll; 


God to^f she had crime to know through the life and teachings o 

Chnu '-*■ * 3 “Eaposition of toeThmymne Articles' ). But to, 


is 


strangest thing of all is why didn't the disciple of Jesus express this 
"new truth" anywhere in the four gospels or their epistles? The truth 
is that this doctrine was not known to St. Paul who is the real 
founder of the Roman church and all that goes by its name. "To us." 
he says, "there is but one God. the Father, of whom are all things 
and we live in him, and one lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all 
things and we in him" (I Corinthians. *:6). 

Now this is a plain confession of the belief in the unity of God 
by St. Paul who knew more of Christianity than the whole Christian 
world put together. 

But when the simple religion of Jesus stepped out of the borders 
of Syria, it came into open conflict both with the Pagan cults and 
philosophical systems prevailing in the then civilized world Being 
unable to establish its superiority over them by virtue of its 
teachings it eventually succumbed to popular pagan beliefs and 
gradually underwent a complete transformation, till it could hardly 
be distinguished from them Apart from the heavy pressure brought 
upon it by the pagan cults, its advocates were largely influenced by 
the gnostic and the Neo-plaionic ideas and they bedecked their ■ ■» 
religion (Christianity) with borrowed plumes, in order to male it 
acceptable to the intellectual world. 



"0 ye who have received the Scriptures, exceed not the Just 
bounds in your religion, by speaking beside the truth; neither follow 
the desire of people who have heretofore erred, and who have 
seduced many and have gone astray from the right path" (V:80). 


The excess or immodcrauon referred to by the Qur'an in this 
verse, sums up in the most beautiful way, the whole history of 
Christianity during the first six centuries of the Christian era What 
else did the church fathers do dunng the first four centuries but to 
borrow the whole substructure of their faith from diverse religions 
prevailing in Egypt. Greece and Syria. And in so doing they 
certainly followed those peoples who had gone astray and were 
finally merged in paganism, long before Jesus, the son of Mary, was 
bom. It should be clearly borne in mind, dial the Jewish Chrisuans 
never acquiesced in this gradual deterioration of the original religion 
taught by Jesus, into paganism. They, on the other hand, persistently 
rejected all such efforts of St. Paul and others who came after him 
and followed in his footsteps These early Christian sects, viz., the 
Nazarenes. tire Ebionites, and the Elchasiles. firmly maintained 


(a) Jesus was but a human being as other Prophets before him. 
He was not God in any sense. 

(b) Mosaic dispensation must be followed by every follower of 


(c) St. Paul's Epistles were not revealed by God. 

(d) Only Matthew’s gospel was genuine. 

(e) The doctrine of Atonement was not taught by Jesus (s 
History of the Christum Church, by Dr. Kurtz, p 120). 



















Trini.y was officially adopted as the true creed 

aU the dissenting sects were ruthlessly suppressed with ■"*£ 

.hat today we find no trace of them, except in the tree religion of 

Jesus was denounced as heresy and ,ts votanes^ as 

outside the pale of Christianity. Thus . observes Dr. Drape to iha 

Conflict between Religion and Science .The simple faith of Jesus 

was transformed into idolatry and man worship 

Now 1 will briefly narrate the circumstances *hich_evenly 
led to the acceptance of the doctnne of Trinity as the official creed 
of the Church. 

When Christianity was 

land believed in a trinity of godhead which consisted of M. £ 
Son Horus and his Mother Isis The Chnsuan fathers, part cularty SL 
STS only borrowed the Logos theory from Alexander 
SSL Z which Jesus became the Son of CM but also£« 
Mary on the pedestal of divinity and began to *w**jMjg*> 
site with her son and officially bestowed upon her the 
of the 'Mother of God". Whether they were 
motives or otherwise in introducing this •U**' thou^t'""T 
doctrine into the simple religion of Jesus is best known to G o d 
,^V^,n,,.n,s US is that in their real to make Chnstiamty acceptable 

to the Egyptians, the Church fathers unconsciously banis^d 
monotheism from their religion and replaced « wtth £ 

polytheism or idolatry and Mariolatry. The InWJM of J^ 

Mary were formally installed in the churches and with them were 
gradually introduced all the pagan rites in the worship of God. 

The Arian Controversy 

This was the stale of affairs when Arms took up the cudgel* °" 
behalf of the monotheism taught by Jean* «“** 
theological effon to save Christianity from the slough of idolatry 

Let me begin by quoting Dr. Bucknell: 

•The most powerful heresy in conflict with which the. doctnne 
of the Trinity received its final expression was Anamsm Ann. 


started from a philosophical idea of God that ruled out in adv 
the possibility of a real incarnation. In common with Judaisn 
current Greek philosophy, he regarded the unity of God in s 
way as to exclude all contact between God and the world ai 
distinctions within the divine unity. Accordingly he endeavoured to 
find a place for Christ outside the being bf God. 

"God. he taught, was alone eternal. He could not communicate 
His own being or substance to any created being. As the very name 
"Son suggest. God had not always been a father but became such by 
creating the Son. The Son is not of the same substance as the father 
else there would be two Gods” (p. 61). 

Although the Ebionites. the Naaarenes. the Alogians, and the 
Monarchians had persistently denied the plurality of Godhead before 
Arius. but none of these Prenicene sects had opposed the church so 
vehemently and attacked the polytheistic tendencies within it so 
vigorously as was done by him. 

It waa to silence this honest and sincere Chiristian that the 
church invoked the aid of the Emperor, and as he had accepted the 
church creed more or less for political reasons, he was easily 
prevailed upon by the church fathers to hold a general council at 
Nicea to decide this burning question. 

Accordingly this memorable convention was held at Nicea in 
325 A.C. in which 31* bishops were present. After a brief speech by 
Bishop Eusebius of Caesara. the resolution regarding the divinity of 
Jesus was pul to vote; and 313 out of 31H voted for it. When Arius 
stood up to challenge the validity of the votes in favour of die 
divinity of Jesus, the Emperor intervened and said in an imperative 
mood that the question was not open to discussion, and added that 
he should either accept the creed as formulated by the church in toto 
or take the nsk of being excommunicated. 

Thus the church succeeded in silencing the voice of Arius for 
good and from that day the dogma of the Trinity became the official 
creed of Christendom.' Itich runs thus: 
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"We believe in one God. the Creator of ill; and in ooe Lord 
Jesus Chnsi. die word of God. His only begonen Son. God of God 
begonen before aU the ages. We do rex divide the substance nor do 
we confound the persons Jesus is God of God; begotten, not made 
being of one substance with the father." 

Trinity Irrational 

From the foregoing pages it will. I am sure, be as clear as 
daylight lo every unbiased reader that the doctrine of Trinity is not a 
mystery at aU. but an absurdity and illogicality pure and simple The 
innh is that Christians believe in three distinct gods, as is dearly 
admitted by Dr Bucknell in his Introduction to the Thirtynitu 
^rrtefes of the Church of England, published in London in 1952, p. 

"They are distinct, but not separate" but my contention is that 
they (Christians) knew that belief in more than one true God is not 
only un-Bibiical but also smacks of Paganism and Polytheism 
therefore, In order to save their fact before the civilized world, they 
look shelter under the cover of Trinity, which in Its turn is utterly 
irrational and self-contradictory No amount of verbal jugglery can 
ever demonstrate the reasonableness of this doctrine, which is based 
upon the direct violation of the laws of thought. By way of 
illustration let me examine the above-quoted statement of Dr 
Bucknell. This statement is the outcome of a confused and puzzled 
mind He says: "The three persons in the Trinity are distinct but not 
separate" Surely the learned doctor of divinity knows the meanings 
ot the two words 'distinct' and separate' in a greater degree than 
myself as these words belong to his mother-tongue 

In the first place, these words are synonymous with each other in 
common parlance; so his statement can be paraphrased thus; 

“The three persons are distinct but not distinct" or “they are 
separate but not separate." and both these statements are self¬ 
contradictory A nice distinction, however, can be drawn between 


Other, yet they may not be disjointed or cut off from one another I 
admit the validity of this distinction but the question is wlTZ i 

persons do not occupy separate spaces - they arc three diS 
"T" « • "•» « on a 

them >< l- ' caa by 1,0 “reich of imagination, conceive 
E &> ' 0UKr w0,di ' ^ are three distinct gods 
tat they co-exist m one and the same pjace. In shon. do whafyou 

SSSfT Uni - > f0f Ihr “ «“*«* Rods. Triidty! 
therefore which stands for unity in trinity and trinity in unity falls to 

iST ^ lhC Wh0 ' C * MPCnWK * Ure IUmbles down ,u ** house 

refill tr 1 | taVC . 0nl> cxjmincd •** statemem of the doctor and 
thra^duccoerson!ST* no * 1 prDC “ d 10 *"0* that 

r 7 " scpira,e ^ *- 

*"! °'° od . dclccnd,n 8 hkc a dove and lighting upon him; lo! a 
«Mmd- ” yln * : ™‘ ' 5 my bdovcd * on in w hom I am 

According to this statemem of Matthew, which is quite authentic 

0f ,hC Blb,e - ^ d --' oTare 
located in three different places which proves that they are not only 

w s *”“• 

*’ SSZTz “* w*»«—te. 

tne earth and the heavens, distinctly upon god number one. 

<C> L°trr lhn ? “ somcwben: on the other side of the 
neavens disuncdy announcing his wiU to the creatures 


I think even a man running in the street can distinctly per c e ive 
that Matthew is locating the three persons in three different places In 
unambiguous terms 

Distinct individual characteristics of the three person in the 
Trinity: 

(a) These characteristics, if studied in an unbiased manner, leave 
no doubt in the mind of the student, that these three person 
are three distinct and separate gods: 

Consider, the father is the fountainhead of divinity. Though he is 
not more divine than the son or the holy ghost yet he is the source on 
whom the remaining two gods depend for their divinity. Had there 
been no father, there would have been no son: but not vice versa 

"Father is Ho — oeos' X i.e. The God: while the son, eternally 
derives his godhead from the Father, and therefore eternally 
dependent upon Him" (Dr. DudcneU. p. M). 

(b) It was not the father who suffered upon the cross: it was his 


(C) You cannot address the father as the son. You cannot pray 
like (Ms. our son who an in heaven, hallowed be thy name. 


(d) The question is who became flesh? The straight answer to 
this question is the wort or the Logos or the son (of God). 

Q. Who was with God? 

A. The word or the Logos or the Son. 


Q. Con we say the father became flesh ? 


father, and the son is the'son One can’t take the place of another. 
Just as Harry. Dick and Tom are three distinct persons: so are these 

Now the man who says or has temerity to say that the Trinity is 
a mystery is either an ignorant being having no knowledge of the 
fundamental teachings of the Christian church or he has vowed 
before the Delphic Oracle that he would have nothing to do with 
truth in future. 

(e) The doctrine of the Trinity is not only irrational and illogical, 
but also un-Biblical and unethical. It Is. honestly speaking, 
highly derogatory to the exalted position of God. To say the 
least of it. it makes the fetish of a God. It seems to me, that 
the unholy practice of anthropolatcry has eventually 
deprived the true conception of godhead. 

*" ’ Every student of theology knows that the primary attribute of 
God is that He is necessarily existent Being. A God who depends for 
his existence upon others is no God at all. Yet we find these learned 
theologians solemnly declaring that Jesus "the Son of God — Very 
God of Very God and the Perfect God"— depends for his godhead 
upon another God. whose blessed name is the Father! 

As these pious theologians start with wrong premises, they 
naturally arrive at the wrong conclusion: and their learned 
dissertations on theological subjects are. in reality, beautiful 
specimens of confused thinking or writings without any thinking. 
For instance. Dr. Bucknell says: "The three so indwell in one 
another, that where one is. all are. where one works, all will" p. 67. 
Very nice indeed 1 to work like a team is always very commendable 
rather profitable. But may 1 ask a few pertinent questions at this 
juncture? 

God No. 2 was on the ground. Were Gods I and 3 also there 
with him or rather in him? God No. 2 was on the cross. Wasn’t he? 
Of course, who can deny that Were Gods Nos. I and 3 also there 
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Again, lake the statement of one of the greatest teachers of the 
church into consideration. Even a cursory glance ai ii will convince 
the reader that manworship deprives die devotee of all powers of 
serious thought. 

"He was God" says Si. Athanasius, "and then he was made man. 
that we might be made God" for. c. Ar. 1. p. 39). 

I have never read such blasphemous pieces of writings without a 
deep sense of sorrow and great mental anguish. Consider this highly 
irrational and blasphemous statement: 

(a) Jesus is God. Very well; lake it for granted 

(b) "Then he is suddenly made man" by another God of course, 
who must be superior lo him in all respects; else he could 
not turn a God into a man. 



century of Atomic energy, and scientific research, such utterances 
are considered as sheer nonsense. 

The world at large and specially the Christian world owes a 
great debt of gratitude to the Holy Qur'an which brushed all such 
puerile statements aside and declared 

"Say. He is God. the One and only. God the Eternal absolute. He 
begetteth not. nor is He begotten: and there is none like unto Him." 
What a sublime truth in contrast with all the grotesque and ugly 
falsehood of the Trinitarian dogma! 










listing religions prior to the 


4. The Doctrine of the Incarnation 
of Jesus Christ 

General Definition: 


supernatural being, in assuming the form of a man or animal and 
continuing to live in that form upon the earth for a certain period. 

Church Definition: 

"The son, which is the word of the father, begotten from 
everlasting of the father, the very and Eternal God. of one substance 
with the father, took man's nature in the womb of the blessed virgin 
of her substance; so that two whole and perfect natures, that is to 
say. Godhead and manhood were joined together in one person, 
never to be divided, where of is one Chnst. very God and very 
man...." (Intr. to the 39 Articles of the Church of England, by Dr. 
Bucknell, p. 70). 

This is the second article of the Christian Creed officially 
accepted by the Church of England and solemnly repeated by 
Chnstians all over the Protestant world. It affirms in the plainest 
possible terms the doctrine of the incarnation of “the Son of God".: 
so that he could suffer, be crucified, and buried, "to reconcile His 
father to us; and to be a sacrifice not only for original guilt, but also 
for actual sins of men". 


The belief in the Incarnation of God or 'His Son' v 


less a common feature of almost all the ex 
Pauline version of Christianity 

Hinduism. Confucianism. Taoism. Shintoism. Buddhism. 
Mithraism.Magianism. Manicheism, and Paganism all these various 
religions and cults inculcated belief in the incarnation of God. If 
Bharat Could boast of Rama and Krishna, as the incarnations of God; 
Persia took pride in the person of Mithra “the Son of God” who took 
the form of man to atone for our sins. Similarly Syria and Asia 
Minor. Greece and Rome. Iraq and Egypt all these countries 
abounded in the “Sons of God" and all these "Sons" appeared in 
human flesh in order to propitiate the angry "father" by their 
vicarious sacrifice. 

Difference Between Hindu and Christian Views 

Hindus do not believe in the romantic theory of the "Sons of 
God". Owing to certain weighty reasons which I cannot stale here 
for fear of-digression from my subject, the popular belief in "the 
Sorts bf God" could not cross the llindukush and Valley of the 
Indus. However. Hindus believe that God himself appears on the 
scene in the garb of some human being or animal, e g., Rama and 
Krishna were actually gods-incamatc 

Christianity, on the other hand, asks us to believe that it was not 
God but His Son who came down to this Planet of ours, full of Sin 
and Sorrow, to expiate for the guilt of mankind. It was not the Father 
who was crucified, but His beloved Son who died on the Cross. 

Incarnation Childish 

A close study of the theory ot incarnation reveals the fact that 
man. despite his deep researches in the domain of philosophy, was 
only playing like a child with pebbles on the shore, paying little 
attention to the profoundly and depth or the enormous stretch of the 
ocean before him. His views regarding the majesty and the sanctity 
of Godhead were quite crude and childish. In spite of the true 
teachings of the apostles of Allah, man preferred to worship the god 
of his own creation. Little did he pause to reflect, that God was too 
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exalted and sacrosanct to enter the uterus of a female. The idea of 
God had become so debased prior to the Birth of Jesus that even 
pious people saw no harm in attributing human weaknesses and 
limitations to Him who is: 

"Above the partners they attribute to Him. Whatever is in the 
heavens and on earth, does declare His Praises and Glory and He is 
the Exalted in Might, the Wise"— The Qur’an 59:24. 

Presentation of the Doctrine 

The Christians believe that the doctrine of the incarnation of 
Jesus Christ is taught by St. John in the opening verses of his gospel. 
The divinity of Jesus is adduced from the following verse: 

“In the beginning was the word (Logos) and the word was with 
God and the Word was God" (John 1:1) The following verse is 
produced in support of the belief in the incarnation: 

"And the word was flesh, and dwelt among us (and wc beheld 
his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the father full of grace 
and truth" (1:14). 

The Christian theologians have presented the doctrine in the 
following manner 

“When we study the person of our Lord we ate confronted with 
three main facts: 

(a) Our Lord lived as a true man. His contemporaries, friends 
and foes alike, had no doubt of His humanity. He displayed 
human needs, hunger, thirst, wearings and the like. He 
exhibited a true human information and confessed ignorance 
on several occasions. There was real dependence upon His 
fellowmen; above all, real submission and self-surrender to 
the Father. 

(b) On the other hand, the impression made by our Lord on 
those who knew Him was of one. who was more than man. 
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He made a divine claim and His claim was proved true by 
the resurrection. 

(c) Yet most certainly He waj one person. His life was in all 
ways unity." (Dr. Bucknell. p.71). 

Thus Christians believe that Jesus was God incarnate. But the 
fact remains that the dogma of his divinity was not accepted by the 
early Christians: for had it been an established fact from the very 
beginning there would certainly have been no controversy on this 
topic, amongst his followers Every student of the Church history 
knows it full well, that quite a storm was raised by the early sects on 
the-dogma of his divinity and it was only through the pressure of the 
Emperor Constantine, which he brought to bear upon the 
controversy in 325 A.C. that the church emerged triumphant over 
her opponents, who were silenced not by any logical argument but 
by sheer imperial scepter. The Nazarenes, the Ebionites. the 
Alogians. and the Arlans, denied the divinity of Jesus; but all these 
dissenting sects were compelled to surrender at the point of 
' anathema — a weapon forged by the church to coerce the unwilling 
souls into silence or acquiescence against their will. With these 
preliminary remarks I will now attempt to narrate the history of the 
doctrine so that the readers may be in a position to view the whole 
controversy in its true perspective 

Christian theologians are of opinion that the doctrine of Hie 
incarnation of Christ is fundamental to Christianity and is the basis 
upon which the whole fabric of thq Christian religion rests. Some of 
them have gone still further and affirm like Locker that: 

"A pure spiritual essence without form and without emotion 
pervading all and transcending all. is too vague and abstract to yield 
us any real comfort" 

They further believe that "incarnation is that act of grace, 
whereby Jesus Christ die Son of God; look upon himself the nature 
of man " For instance. Hooker says: “By taking only the nature of 
mat Christ still continueth one person, and changed! but the manner 
of his subsisting which was before in mere glory of the Son of God 
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and now in the habit of our flesh. ' 1 

Incarnation Unjewish 

The idea of the incarnation of God is un-Bibtical and un-Jewish. 
Bishop Manensen says. "Judaism itself had never risen to 
conception of an incarnate” (Christian Dogma. See. 128). This 
means that this doctrine was imported into Chnslianity from outside. 

The use of the term may be traced back to St Irenacus. who 
used this term for the first time in his worit ( Contra. Haer 1-10) in 
I80A.C. 

God the Father did not appear in flesh; perhaps He was too 
exalted for this act — it was God — the Son or properly speaking 
the Logos who veiled himself in human form 

Christian theologians believe that the union of man with "God" 
in the person of Jesus Christ, which implies a blending together of 
the two natures, presupposes some clement of nature common to 
both; for it is a matter of ordinary perception dial "things absolutely 
dissimilar in their nature cannot mingle. Water, for instance, cannot 
coalesce with fire, nor can it mingle with oil”. (F.W. Robertson). 

The meaning of incarnation; 

"The Logos” says Dr. McLintock “assumed our fallen humanity; 
but by this is not to be understood that he (Logos) assumed an 
individual body and soul, so that he (the Logos) became man. but 
that he assumed generic humanity and became the man By generic 
humanity is to be understood a life power — that peculiar law of 
life corporeal and incorporeal, which develops itself outwardly as a 
body and inwardly as a soul. The Son of God. therefore, became 
incarnate in which all human beings are one.” 

Commenting upon John 1:14, Dr. Olshausen says; "It could not 
be said that the word was made man, which would imply dial die 
Redeemer was a man by the side of other men; whereas He 
represented the totality of human nature in His exalted personality ” 

40 


The same learned doctor again says in bis comments upon 
Paul s episde to the Romans 5; IS: “If Christ were only a man among 
other men. it is possible to think how His suffering and obedience 
could have an essential influence on mankind? Even apart from His 
divine nature. He is to be regarded as realising the absolute idea of 
humanity ” Dr Wilberforce says: "If this (Jesus, suffering for the 
whole mankind) be denied, the doctrine of atonement becomes an 
empty phraseology though confessed in words." Dr. Nevin in his 
Mystic Presence, p. 210. says: "The word became flesh not as a 
single man. but flesh or humanity in its universal conception." 

These statements as accepted by Dr. M'clmtock also saviour too 
much of transcendentalism to be capable of general reception. The 
distinction drawn by scholars and theologians noted above is 
certainly beyond average Christian's understanding. “It is 
sufficient", maintains Dr. M'clintock, "to say that the Divine Logos 
actually assumed a human body and soul, not precisely such as 
fallen men have but like that of the newly-created Adam (to avoid 
die possibility of sinning or the ability to sin on the pan of Jesus) or 
,i)ie logos became himself the archetypal man. after whom, as a 
pattern originally in the Divine Mind, the human race was primarily 
fashioned” 

Before I proceed further to tackle the knotty problems connected 
with the person of Christ, let met furnish the reader with a brief 
account of the term Logos so often used in this dissertation. 

The Logos Theory 

We have already seen that Sl John begins his gospel with the 
description of the Logos who. he says, was with God and was 
himself God. He introduces this subject without any introduction; 
hence we are quite justified in concluding that he accepted the 
popular conception held by people regarding this term. He affirms 
that the Christ — Son of God — was the Logos (word) and it was 
this Logos who became incarnate in man Jesus. Now let us 
determine the connotation of this term 

The term Logos was for the first time used by Heraclitus, the 


Greek thinker, to denote the orderliness visible in this universe, “the 
meaning of which incorporates the nation of rationality " Later on. 
the Stoics used this term to denote the law of the universe 

About half a century before the birth of Jesus. Philo, the famous 
Jewish theologian, attempted to unite religion with philosophy As 
the Gnostic and the Neo-PIatonists regarded Matter to be essentially 
evil, the world of matter, they held, could not possibly be created 
directly by God who, being Holy, could not come in direct contact 
with matter. To obviate this difficulty presented by the Gnostic and 
ihe Neo-Platonic systems. Philo suggested that a relationship 
between God and the world could be established by means of 
intermediate agencies called Ideas, forces or angles After positing 
intermediaries of varying excellences In this fashion. Ptulo applied, 
to Ihe totality of them, the Logos to permeate and order the entire 
universe, so too. Philo conceived the Logos as God's agency to he 
everywhere present As his aim was to make the Jewish religion 
acceptable to the intellectually-advanced people of his age. who 
adhered firmly to the notion of the Divine transcendence, he bridged 
ihe gulf between God and the universe by means of the Logos 

This Logos. Philo affirmed, was the Divine Reason, the firs* 
bom Son of God. through whom tlac affairs of creation arc regulated 
He uses this term in the twofold sense of Reason and Word and says 
that “By the logos alone God is known to man; and it was by this 
means that He communicated with the Patriarchs in the Old 
Testament." (History of ihe Christian Church by Dr Jackson p 
I5S). 

In short, philosophical writers and religious thinkers, before the 
compilation of John s Gospel, invariably used this term Logos to 
designate a being inferior to God arid superior to mankind, by whom 
this world of matter was brought into being. He was distinct and 
separate from God and, to use Philo’s own language, he was 
■second god" and "manifestation of the Divine mind" 

St. John borrowed from Philo: 

There is no doubt that the author of the fourth gospel 
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(whosoever he may have been) tried to walk in Philo's footsteps and 
borrowed this doctrine from the current philosophical literature to 
give Chnsiianiiy a rational basis and present it to the intellectual 
world in the garb of a reasonable religion. Let me quote W. Lock: 

"Alexandrine Jews, especially Philo, had tried to adapt these 
Greek conceptions to the Jewish thought With him the Logos was 
the embodiment of die Divine powers, at limes so personified that he 
could be called Divine and even a "second god". It is almost certain 
that this leaching was known to Sl John and SL Paul both and there 
is a conscious attempt here to attract Greek readers by embodying 
much of their thought." (p. 245) 

This learned author fully conoborates my views that St. John 
intentionally dragged this philosophical tern into his gospel — a 
procedure not adopted by his predecessors; Matthew. Mark and 
Luke who do not make any menuon of this term In their gospel in 
order to invite the attention of the educated classes to his gospel. In 
other words he bedecked Christianity with borrowed plumes. 

Now we have to tackle a very knotty problem at this stage, viz., 
what was the connotation of this term in SL John's mind when he 
used it in his gospel? 

Christian theologians are almost unanimous in affirming that St. 
John only borrowed this term from Philo or some other source; but 
his conception of the Logos was quite different from Philo's or other 
Neoplatonic writers and thinkers. In my opinion this view is utterly 
untenable. 

(i) Had John's conception been different from Philo or other 
philosophical writers, he would certainly have used this term 
with certain qualifications or expressed his difference with 
them at the very outset But his use of this term without any 
introduction proves beyond doubt that he used it in the same 
sense in which it was used by writers before him and 
accepted its current connotation, which was as follows: 


(a) The Logos was inferior or subordinate to the Real God i 


! Father. 
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wl—quite disana in his essence. 

<0 He depended for his being upon Cod. 

(d> As he partook of the divine nature ,n a very large 
measure he could also by way of courtesy bes^edTa 

god or a lesser god or second god 
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term Logos in the popular sense 
The Creek text runs as follows: 

In the beginning was the word, and the word was with the Cod 
and die word was Cod." •'luiineuoa 

This is the literal translation of die Greek text St John rmninv. 
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word was coexistent with God and wort was also a god 


metaphysical 


objecuons, yet it is not absurd or ndicukxis. 

Now take the popular Church'view. Christian theologians, 
ignoring all the rules of the Greek grammar, make the Logos, so to 
say. a fullfledged God equal to the Father in all respects. I ask only 

Is the term Logos synonymous with God? According to the 
popular Church creed it is: for Jesus is God of God. and 
consubstantial with God. If this is so, we can interpret the verse in 

"In the beginning was the God: and the God was with die God 
and the God was the God." 

If the Christian world, therefore, wants to save itself from being 
exposed before the comity of the wise, she must perforce adopt my 
interpretation. If the Logos is synonymous with God. Sl John's 
verse carries no sense with it. U is. as seen above, quite absurd and 


I leave it to the Christians, to accept whichever position they 
choose, in cither case itiey arc placed on the horns of a dilemma. 

If they accept Philo's interpretation, the verse shall have thereby 
been clothed with meaning, but that meaning would land them in 
Ditheism belief in two distinct and separate gods: and if they 
decide to abide by the Church creed, they can avoid the pitfall of 




. presentation 







Human nature consists in this, that Christ is man - the predicate 
man is assigned 10 Him. His divine nature is the divine essence 
which subsists in the Logos from eternity and which, in becoming 
man He sol retained Christ was really God in spite of His being in 
the body of Jesus. But his human nature was not something concrete 
w.th which He united himself. On the other fund, i, waX^re 
of being which does not exist for himself but exists as an attribute in 
all other men" 

This is Dr. Ebraid's view who devoted his whole life to the 
study of the problem of the person of Christ, and was one of the 
most renowned theologians of the 19th century According to him 

Jesus Christ was ••perfect God" but not perfect man 

From what has already been recorded about the personality or 

the nature of Jesus Chns.evident, to the dullest understanding. I 

believe, that the doctrine of the person of Christ is as enigmatic and 
irrational and self-contradictory as that of the Trinity. 

History or the Doctrine 

iruihllf" 1 *, lrln “ of Ule doctrinc in order » prove the 

truth of my assertion. The earliest controversies of the Church 
revolved round the physical nature of Christ; and it was only after 
two centuries of constant theological wrangling* and metaphysical 
hair-splittings that the essential oneness of Christ's body with ours 
was established. 

Iranacus says: "If Christ had not taken flesh from the ve^ earth. 
wheZHm ™ hav ' cov ' ,ed 'hose earthly nourishments 
whcrcwiUi bodies taken from thence are fed. This was the nature 
which felt hunger after long fasting, was desirous of rest after travel 
and groaned in heaviness, etc." 

M fMhCrS ° f "* church - wiUl the exception of Justin 

Martyr, held that Christ assumed only a human body - he had no 
human soul — the Logos became a substitute for it. 

Justin Martyr is the first patristic writer of note who aiributed 


body and soul to Christ. Then Tertullion and Origen further 
developed the doctrine of the human soul. 

St. Athanasius brought this doctrine to perfection in the 
following words: "Christ was perfect God and perfect man 
subsisting in a rational soul and human flesh." 

St. Ambrose says: "God. Himself the word, was not to the flesh 
as the reasonable intellectual soul, but took upon Himseir a 
reasonable intellectual soul of the same substance with our souls and 
the flesh like our own flesh. He was also perfect man. but without 
any taint of sin." 

Appolinarius the younger, in the 4th century, received the 
extensively-prevailing opinion in the primitive Church that Christ 
connected himself only with a human body and an animal soul. i.e.. 
he had no rational soul. Two distinct beings persisting in their 
completeness, he argued, could not be united into one whole. Out of 
the uruoQ of the perfect human nature with the Deity, one person 
never could proceed. The rational soul of man could never be 
assumed into union with the Divine Logos so as to form one person. 

This argument of AppoUmanus has not yet been successfully 
refuted by any Christian writer from his day down to our own times. 

There is yet another very serious objection to this union of the 
Logos with the man Jesus, which I must state here before proceeding 
further. 

If the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost are One God and not 
three distinct and separate gods, then surely, at the time of 
incarnation, the Father and the Holy Ghost also must have become 
man like the son. If so. whose body did these two gods enter? And if 
not. the Father and the Holy Ghost are quite separate from the Son. 
which amounts to Tritheism pure and simple. 

Further, if the Father and the Holy Ghost entered the same body 
of Jesus son of Mary, along with the Son. why did Jesus pray, and 
how could he pray, and whom did he address in his prayers? If the 
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logically untenable. Perhaps you can adduce same flimsy 
arguments after all in support of Tritheism or polytheism; 
but no amount of ingenuity or dexterity on your part can 
help you in bringing forward any argument to demonstrate 
the truth of the Trinity which is a prim a facie absurd 


However, when the question of the true divinity of Jesus Christ 
had been settled” at the Council of Nicea held under the aegis of the 
Emperor in 32S A.C.. the controversy shifted to his person. The 
point at issue, writes Dr BuckneU, "was no longer whether He was 
of one substance with the Father — all patties having agreed on that 
— but of the relation between His divinity and His humanity. How 
could Jesus Christ be both the eternal Son and word of the Father 
and also truly msn?" (Introduction to the Aiticks. p. 72). 

As the "holy Catholic Church." lor certain reason best known 
to her. decided to take the most illogical and unreasonable iuitude 
towards Cod and Jesus, which is manifest in her dogmas regarding 
lh * Trinity and the incarnation, quite a storm of opposition 
continued to rage against these dogmas for several centuries, both 
inside and outside Church; and it was only by placing the poor 
opponents under Interdiction and coercing them through the 
Imposition and intimidating them through ex-communication that 
the “holy catholic church" succeeded in sdencing her opponents 
Whom she branded as heretics and their views as heresies. It may be 
noted at the very outset, that these so-called heretical views were, in 
majority of the cases, quite logical and reasonable and in all cases 
more plausible and feasible than those of lie Church. 


"Assuming that Christ, the Son of God. has appeared as a 


the problems arose as to what is meant by the Son of God or Logos? 
How is He related to God? This question was not forced by the 
metaphysical, but by a very practical interest. For the worship of 
Christ was the life of the Church from the beginning and it 
inevitably raised the retort from heathenism that Christians 
themselves had three Gods. It was the effort to meet this 
condemnation that drove men to define how Christa man. could 
become an object of worship tor avowed and sincere monotheists" 
(E.R.E Vol. 7. p. 534). 

The Primitive Church 


The troth is that the primitive Christians knew nothing about the 
Trinity, the Incarnation, the Atonement and the Original Sin. etc. 
But when the Church began to borrow gnostic and Neo-Platonic 
theories and heathen rites from outside, both the pious followers and 
the saner minds began to revolt against those innovations, and as 
they were in a minority, they were oppressed and finally suppressed 
by the all-powerful church: and their views came to be known as 


1857 is known in Indian history as Ihe “Mutiny'' while America s 
mutiny and rebellion is known as "the war of American 
independence." Why? Simply because the Indians were not 
successful in 1857 in their struggle for independence while the 
Americans succeeded in throwing off the yoke of foreign 
domination. 


With this brief explanation of the real : 
proceed to make a brief mention of some of i 



sies which eventually turned the personality of the man 
veritable enigma or puzzle, beyond all hopes of solution 
doom, unless the Christians accept the holy Qur'n's 
he subject. 

The so-called heretic Sects 




Before describing its teachings I would like to make just a 
passing reference to the fact that the genesis of this "heresy” reflects 
upon the founder of the religion himself who did not think it worth 
his while to impart the true knqwledge about his person to his 
followers, with the inevitable result that a never-ending dispute 
arose amongst his adherents regarding his personality, which 
ultimately divided the Christian Church into so many waning sects 
and schisms. What a bold contrast between the founders of 
Chnstiamty and Islam! Full thirteen and a half centuries have 
elapsed since the advent of the Holy Prophet (Peace be upon him), 
yet not a single note of dissension has ever been heard throughout 
the whole Muslim world in regard to the personality of the blessed 
founder, the Holy Qur'an proclaims in unequivocal terms: “say thou 
(unso mankind) ‘I am but a human being like yourselves: (but) it has 
been revealed unto me that your God is One God." This single verse 
has for ever dispelled all doubts and set all speculations at naught 
regarding the personality of the Holy Prophet (P.b.u.h.). 

Reverting to the subject, the Ebionites who were Ihe real 
•-followers of Jesus, believed that he was but a man like themselves: 
that God was one without a second; that only the gospel was 
genuine; that Paul had corrupted the simple faith of Jesus; that his 
epistles were not at all trustworthy or revealed; that it was necessary 
to obey the Mosaic dispensation for one’s salvation; that Jesus was 
not the Son of God. but only the Apostle of God. 

These true adherents of Jesus know nothing about Trinity. 
Incarnation. Atonement. Original Sin or the Fall; and they read the 
"Injeer revealed by God to His Prophet Jesus in the original 
Hebrew. 


(2) Gnosticism: they held that the Deity existed Irom eternity in 
a state of absolute quiescence, but finally He begot certain 
beings after His own likeness, of whom the Logos was one. 
He never assumed a material body, but became united with 
the man Jesus at his baptism and lived with him till his 





(3) Docelism: The followers of this sect believed diat Jesus 
Christ had but one nature — the divine of course, as two 
different natures could not subsist in one person. They 
completely denied the reality of his human nature; and 
represented whatever appertained to his human'nature as a 
mere phanlam They maintained that Jesus Christ's human 
body was an apparition — it was not real. He was seen by 
human beings as existing in flesh, but in (Ms body) was an 
optical delusion only. In short, he was "God" pure and 
simple with no real body or soul. 

(4) Monarchianism: The followers of this sect held that Jesus 
Christ was a mere man; but as he was horn of virgin Mary 
by the power of the holy spirit, therefore a certain afflux 
from the Divine Essence dwelt in him and this constituted 
his personality. God is one and He has neither any equal nor 
partner. If Jesus is also God. there would be two gods and 
the Divine unity would vanish in the air The Father alone is 
God and He exists by Himself. wMIc Jesus derives his 
divinity from God the Father. 

(5) Alogianism: The followers of this sect denied that Jesus 
Christ was the "Logos" or the “word of God", and 
consequently rejected the gospel of St. John as spurious. 
Their contention was that Jesus was the Messenger of God. 
He never claimed that he was the Messenger of God He 
never claimed that he was the Logos. They further held, and 
rightly so. that some Neo-Platonic teachers of the Church 
had compiled the so-called gospel of St. John and. in order 
to attract die attention of the educated classes, presented 
Jesus in the garb of the Logos — a doctrine which was 
accepted by the enlightened people as the "gospel troth". 

(6) Theodotianism: This sect was founded by Theodores who 
held that Jesus was not God in the true sence of the word as 
that would be tantamount to Ditheism, nevertheless God in 
His Grace had endowed him with supernatural pbwers by 


which he performed so many miracles. 

(71 Patripassianism:* The followers of this sect believed that 
God is one who is styled as the Father, and Jesus was die 
incarnation of the Father Himself. It was not Logos, they 
held, who became flesh but Father himself appeared in the 
form of lesus and it was Ood the Father who died at the 
Cross 

(8) Sabellianism: This sect was founded by Sabellius who held 
that the very notion of the Trinity was blasphemous and 
quite contrary to the teachings of the Bible and specially of 
the apostles who were totally ignorant of this preposterous 
doctrine God. as dearly desenbed by the Old Testament, 
(vide, the famous Commandments of Moses) was one, and 
the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost were so many 
different manifestations of the same Ood or three aspects of 
the same Deity 

”” Viewed as the Creator. He is the Father, viewed as the 
Redeemer. He it the Son: while, viewed as the Bestower of Gifts He 
is the Holy Ghost. 

Thus the divine personality of Christ was totally denied by 
Sabellius and Ms followers. The personality of the Christ in flesh did 
not exist prior to the incarnation; nor does it exist now, as the Divine 
Ray incorporated in Ictus has returned to its original source. 

Dr. Burton says: "If we seek for a difference between the theory 
of Sabellius and those of his predecessors we would say that Noetus 
supposed die sole divinity of the Father inherent in the Son — Jesus; 
whereas Sabellius supposed it to be only a pari wMch was put forth 
like an emanation, and was again absorbed in the Deity. Further. 
Noetus acknowledged only one God or Divine Person, while 
Sabellius divided this oneness into three aspects of the Deity." 





(9) Manichatism: This sect was founded by ihe famous f 
teacher Mani, who flourished during die 3rd centui 
died in 274 A.C. He accepted Christianity in 24S AJ 
soon after his conversion, started a new movement 
the Church and gathered many followers. Later c 
claimed that be was the Comforter promised by Jesus 
in John 14:16: "And I will pray to the Father, and H 
give you another Comforter, so that he may abide wi 
for ever." Thereupon the Church, which had been eyil 


followers from the Church. But some of his "her 
views gradually found their way back into the Churcf 
have no doubt that Mani is responsible for the du 
leaching or the Church as regards the sharp conflict bt 
Matter and Spirit, the former being evil and die laner 
This dualistic principle ultimately permeated the 
sociological system of the West and is visible even to 


"In Islam. God and die universe, spirit and matter church and 
state, are organic to each other. Man is not the citizen of a profane 
world to be renounced in the interest of a world of spirit situated 
elsewhere. To Islam matter is also spirit, realising itself in space and 
time. Europe uncritically accepted the duality of spirit and matter 
probably from Manichaen thought." (Allahabad Address. 1930.) 


Mani and his followers believed that Christ had no real 
corporeal body — it was a mere phantom: hence he was not a 
perfect man as taught by the Church. He was in reality God. but he 
appeared as man so that people could come to him and listen to him. 
Matter being essentially evil. Christ could not come in direct contact 
with it i.e„ he could not assume real human body which is material 
and consequently evil. 


(IQ) The Arian Controversy: Arianism was undoubtedly the 
most formidable of all the theories concerning die person of 




Alexander. Bishop of Alexandria, started with a novel idea that 
die Father aid the son were of one and the same substance or 
essence; hence equal to each other in all respects. Anus, one o his 
own presbyters took up the cudgels against this doctrine, which he 
declared was polytheism in disguise. If the Father and the Son. he 
went on to argue, were of the same essence, then there would be two 
distinct and separate gods, which was against the teachings of Jesus 
himself. The Christ. I.e.. the Son. was not of the same essence but of 
a similar one and was created by the Father, of course with superior 
powers, out of nothing, the Father alone is eternal, uncreated, 
unbegotten and unbegeuing. changeless and the primeval cause. The 
Son is certainly inferior to the Father who is the Creator and hence 
of a different essence. 

Arius promulgated his views with a force which shook the very 
foundations of the Christian Church; and as his logic was 
unassailable, the Church requested the Emperor to summon a 
general council to crush that "most formidable heresy". Constantine, 
accordingly, convened a general meeting of the bishops who 
assembled at Nicea in 325 A.C. and there these 318 bishops decided 
the fate of the Son of God; and declared by an overwhelming 
majonty of votes that Son is also God. 

Poor Anus was banished to the Algerian desert in Africa and 
Ariansim was suppressed throughout Christendom at the point of the 
sword of excommunication. 

“To the layman", observes Professor J.B. Burgess, “these 
problems and their solutions were unintelligible. To their native 
thinking. God. the Holy Ghost and the Son. were somehow separate 
beings yet at the same time one. Belief in the Trinity was not 
controverted; but exactly what the essential relationship was of the 
Father totbeSonandofbothtothe Holy Ghost called forth a long 
drawn out debate between the Arians and the Athanasians. the 
dispute finally being settled at the Council of Nicea in 325. 

The followers of Arius contended that God created the Logos in 
the form of a man. endowed him with the nature of God at creation, 
in order to use him to redeem mankind. The followers of 
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[he same substance and nature as CM. and. therefore, posses*, 
identical qualities Though the Logos is identical with the Father, 
he is a separate person. The Logos and a man (Jesus) became united 
by the will of CM for the purpose of redeeming the souls of men 
The Holy Ghost is still another being of the sane substance and 
essence as God. AU three. God. the Logos and the Holy Ghost are 
separate as beings yet one in substance " (liar to t hr Histon of 
Philosophy, p. 177.) 

Thus it will be seen that the Nicer* creed inculcates belief in 
three separate gods who are. of course, consubsuntial. i.e.. Godhead 
is common to all the three. 

(II) Apollinarianism: Apollinarius. the Bishop of Laodicia 
(died 37* A.C.) and a bitter opponent of Anus, constructed 
his theory of the person of Jesus Christ, in opposition to his 
teachings, but unfortunately met with the same fate as his 
opponent. He held that nature - was the same as 'persorj: 
and that two natures (human and divine), each complete in 
itself, could not be united so as to form a real unity. Hence if 
Christ possessed both the divine nature and the human 


This difficulty is a real one and ihe Church has ofTered no 
solution to it up to our own times. Now let us see. how ApoUinarius 
solved it. He taught that the Logos already possessed in himself all 

the higher side of humanity. At his human bitth. therefore, he 
needed only to assume a human body — the logos having become a 
good substitute for human ego or souL So the unity of the person of 
Christ was safeguarded Christ was perfect God but not perfect man; 
for If he was both Ood and man at one and the same time, he would 
be two persons, which is absurd. 'The functions of the soul were 
discharged by the Logos, which so commingled with the uncreated 
body of Christ that the two sutures formed one homogeneous 

(12) Nestorianlsm: This aect was founded by Nestorius. a pious 
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, mg learned bishop who was very much disgusted with the 

g innovations and pagan ideas of some of Ihe leaders of the 

. Church and particularly with the epithet of the "Mother of 

, ’’ God" bestowed on Mary, the mother of Jesus. 

| Nestorius taught that: 

(1) Mary did not give birth to God as God. the Word was not 
cinceived by her. In truth. God the Word was not made flesh 
in her womb. 

(2) Mary, consequendy. is not the mother of God (Theotokos) as 
believed by the Church, but the mother of man or the mother 
of Jesus. 

t (3) Christ did possess two natures — divine and human hut 
they existed side by side; they were unmised. because it is 
impossible for two heterogeneous substances to become 
one. 

(4) The Logos (the second person of the Trinity) did not suffer 
on the cross, because God can not suffer or die. 

(5) He who died on the cross was man Jesus and not God 
becau* God cannot die. 

For these reasonable views, he was banished from the "Holy 
Roman Empire". He died in eaile in 440 A.D. and with him his 
movement as welL An imperial older decreed that Ihe property of 
the followers of nestorius be confiscated to the crown and no 
Nestorian should be employed in the state service. In this 
"honourable" manner was this rival of the Church crushed for ever. 
The peat fault of Netuonus was that "his Christ cannot rightly be 
worshipped" (BuckneU. p. 75) and the Church was bent upon 
worshipping two gods. 

(13) Eutyddanism or Monophysitism: This sect was founded 
by Eutycbes. an abbot at Constantinople, and stands at the 
opposite pole of thought with regard to Nestorianism. 
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Ncsiorius said that Jesus had iwo natures; Eutyches 
maintained that his human nature was completely absorbed 
in the divine, like a drop of vinegar in the ocean. 
Consequently Christ had but one nature Nestorius denied 
Christ's divinity; Eutyches denied his humanity; md the fur 
of it all is that both of them based their theories on the 
Scriptures! 

However, this view was condemned at the council of Chalcedon 
in 451 A.C. 

(14) Monothelitism: Emperor Heradius asked the fathers of the 
Church, whether Jesus Christ, as one person but possessing 
two distinct natures, was actuated by a single or a double 
will. If he had two natures, he should of course, possess two 
distinct wills — one human, the other divine. To meet this 
objection, some theologians opined that the two wills could 
not subsist In one personality: thereof Chnst had but one 
divinely-human will But the Church disapproved this 
theory, and at the general council at Constantinople in 680 
decided in favour of two wills. 

Criticism of these Views 

The readers, whose patience I have certainly overtaxed, must 
have realised by now that in spite of so many solutions, the main 
problem — the relations of the Logos to man Jesus - remains 
unsolved "The formula of Chalcedon". rightly observes Dr 
Bucknell. "leaves us with a divine nature and a human naruir side 
by side, without any attempt to show how they were united in a 
single life." 

If Jesus Christ is God. the question is how could 'divine' powers 
and activities leave room fora truly human life? 


Again, if he was divir 


the New Testament provides us with no such hint. 

What change, let us ask, did the in ca rn ation make in the life of 
the 'blessed' Trinity? If the second person in the Trinity assumed 
human flesh for 33 odd years, the Trinity must have been reduced to 
Duality for this period at least. 

Still important is the question: How could Jesus Christ, the Son 
‘of God. be at one and the same time living on earth as well as 
performing his cosmic functions as the second person in the Trinity? 
If Christ did not participate in the management of the affairs of the 
universe in conjunction with the Father, this amounts to a division of 
God! 

If Jesus was God incarnate the two natures, the human and the 
divine, were inseparably commingled in Ms single personality, how 
will the Church account for such utterances of Jesus Christ as: 

(a) "And Jesus said unto him. why callest thou me good? There 
*■ • is none good but one. that is. God". (Mk. 10:18); 

(b) “ And Jesus answered and said unto it (the fig tree whom 
Jesus had approached, hoping to pluck some figs) ‘No man 
cats fruit of thee hereafter forever'." (Mk. 11:14); 

"and in the morning they saw the fig tree dried up from the 
roots". (Mk. 11:20); 

(c) "But of that day and that hour knoweth no man, no, not even 
the angels which are in heaven, neither the son. but the 
Father." (Mk. 13:32). 

If some pious but ignorant Christian attempts to meet these 
irrefutable objections by suggesting that Christ uttered these truths 
in his human capacity. I would only remind him to repeat the 
Church creed loudly which runs: "The godhood and manhood were 
joined together in One person never to be divided whereof is one 
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5. The Doctrine of 
Atonement 


The majority of Chnsian writers and preachers of note are of 
opinion that the doctrine of atonement U the central troth or even the 
whole of Chritdamty 

Yes! they are quite justified in holding this views, as for the sake 
of tfUi doctrine alone they believe in the divinity o 
make Jesus 'God' they further believe in the Trinity, 
religion, unlike Islam, does not start with the idea of 
that of stnhil humanity; and the Christian argument 
this way: 


(a) Adam sinned and. through him, the whole mankind. 



(c) There is there eft way out of this difficulty? 


Yes, there is. Luckily, God is love. Therefore He sent his own 
beloved son to this world in the form of man Jesus who expiated for 
the sins mwikind on the cross and reconciled “the Rather to us". 


I article of the Church; 
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and to obey the will of God. The bare call to repentance as the one 
great prerctpiisiie of entrance into the kingdom of heaven implies by 
itself that God is wining to forgive without vicarious sacrifice of his 
son on die cross. Further, the proclamation of the divine forgiveness 
is closely associated with the human duty of forgiving others "If Ye 
forgive men their trespasses’". Jesus declares. “Your heavenly father 
will also forgive you" (Mark. 11:25). 

"Forgiveness, then, according to Jesus, follows immediately 
upon repentance No other condition of salvation has to be fulfilled 
There is not the slightest suggestion that anything else but 
repentance is necessary — the actual death of a saviour, belief in the 
atoning efficacy of that death, baptism, confession to any but God. 

absolution, reception of the holy eucharist, church membership_ 

not a hint of any of these. Such was the condition of salvation while 
Chnst was yet on earth; and in the whole range of Christ's 

o(^salvation made to man while he was yet on earth was to be 
withdrawn or narrowed, or saddled with fresh conditions in 
consequence of his death It is surely a very difficult thing today that 
what was taught by Christ himself was not Christianity at all. 

"Let me quote two concrete examples from the New Testament 
The man with the palsy knew nothing about the future death of Jesus 
on the cross, tail Christ said to him; ’Thy sins are forgiven'. He did 
not say that they will be forgiven but that they had already been 
forgiven. 


“There are. however, two [ 
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words under discussion are genuine, (he only doctrine of atonement 
which cat trace itself back to Jesus himself is the simple doctrine 
that his death like his life was » piece of service or self-sacrifice for 
his followers, such as they themselves might very well make for one 
another. 

Summary 

•To sum up, no doctrine of the atonement can be genuinely 
Chrisan which contradicts a feature of that teaching so fundamental 
as the truth that God is a loving Father, who wiU pardon all sins 
upon the sole condition of tnte repentance. The only atoning 
influence that can be recognised in the death of Christ is cne which 
operates by actually helping to ptoduce that repentance and moral 
regeneration upon which and upon which alone, according to the 
Christ's express teaching, forgiveness depends 

"For those who believe in a righteous God (and I presume 
Christians do believe in such a God) God must be supposed to act In 
ihe away which moral consciousness approves. If a man has actually 
returned » the right moral sure, for that Is what repentance means, a 
nghtcous God must forgive the past. That sin ought to be forgiven 
when there is sincere repentance is a truth which, like all ultimate 
ethical truths, must be accepted simply because it is self-evident." 

The Pauline Doctrine of the Atonement 

We have seen that the simple teaching of Jesus Christ lends no 
support to the doctrine of expiation and atonement and vicarious 
sacrifice of Jesus on the cross; but when Christianity stepped out of 
the confines of Syria and came in contact with various philosophical 
and religious systems, it underwent a tremendous change. 1 will, 
now. briefly outline the main factors in the following pages. 

(a) While discussing the doctrine of the incarnation I refereed to 
the Logos doctrine as presented by Philo, the Jew. Now, 
among the attributes and functions of the Riilonian Logos, 
one was that of mediator between God and man. The Neo- 
Platonist conception of God made Him unknowable. 
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inaccessible and unapproachable by men; only through a 
mediator could He be known by them. For Philo, this 
mediator was the Logos and this conception exercised 
enormous influence over Christian theology from the date of 
the fourth gospel onwards. 

(b) Chiring this penod. ancient myths about Osiris. Hbnis. Allis 
and so many other dying gods were widely diffused amongst 
the civilized people and in particular the myths of the 
mystery religions which had already obtained a considerable 
hold over the civilized world of the time, one at least of 
which, the religion known as Mithraism. proved a 
formidable rival to Christianity in Its struggle for 
ascendancy in the Roman empire. 

When Christianity was transplanted from Jewish to pagan soil, it 
can be safely assened without, fear of contradiction, that the 
Christian doctrine of atonement was greatly coloured by the 
influence of the mystery religions, especially Mithraism. which had 
its own son of God and virgin Mother, and crucifixion and 
resurrection after expiating for the sins of mankind and finally his 
ascension to the 7th heaven. 


If you study the teaching ol Mithraism side by side with that of 
Christianity, you arc sure to be amazed at the close affinity which is 



Please Note: 

1. Mithra is the Son of God. I Jesus is the Son of God. 

2. Mithra is the Saviour. 2 Jesus Is the Saviour. 

3. Mithra was bom of a virgin 3 Jesus was bom of a virgin. 

4. Mithra was tempted. 4 Jesus was templed. 

5. Mithra had 12 disciples. 5 Jesus had 12 disciples. 

6. Mithra was crucified. 6 Jesus was crucified. 

7. Mithra rose from his grave 7 Jesus rose from Ms grave 

the third day. the third day. 

8. Mithra atoned for the sins 8 Jesus atoned for the sins of 

of mankind. mankind. 

9. Mithra relumed to his 9 Jesus returned to his Father 

Father in heaven in heaven 


1 do not know in what way will my Christian friends persuade a 
follower of Mithraism to accept Christianity. 

Before dealing with SL Paul s theory let us first ascertain what 
he thought-of Jesus 

(1) He thought of Jesus as the Messiah, a heavenly being, the 
son of God. who existed with the Father before his 
manifestation on earth. 


(2) Jesus is always very sharply distinguished from the Father: 
"for us there is One God. the Father, and One Lord Jesus 
Christ" (1 Cbr. 8:6) 

(3) Jesus is everywhere thought of as subordinate to God. "Let 
this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus, who 
being in the form of God. made him sell of no reputation and 
took upon Mm the form of a servant and became obedient 
unto death (Philipplans. 2:5-8) 

(4) This subordination implies that Si Paul could not attribute to 
Christ such an identity with God as the later doctrine of die 
Trinity postulated. A Trinity we can discover in his writings, 
but not an "undivided Trinity". The reason for this 


Christ formulated by the Church later on 


However, there is no doubt that it was St. Paul who introduced 
the idea of the vicarious sacrifice offered by Christ to pacify the 
wrath of God and redeem mankind from the clutches of sin. 


The important point for the understanding of St Paul's theory of 
redemption is the belief that all men are innately sinful. Every child 
that comes irno this world is a sinner. They are sinners: they have all 
sinned and consequently all have incurred the wrath of God. As 
such, they are unjust and can not obtain justification through the 
works of the law. In other words, pious deeds are now of no avail— 
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they are useless. Salvation, in short, does not depend upon good 

If one asks what is then, the objective ground of justification. Sl 
P aul's answer is quite dear, viz., it is death of Christ. Sl Paul does 
not quite say God could not remit the penalty of sin without the 
death of His Son. He simply asks us to believe that the penalty of sin 
is death: and Christ has paid that penalty, in order that man may not 
have to pay iL Truly speaking, it is impossible to get rid of this idea 
of substitution or vicarious punishment, from any faithful 
representation of St. Paul's doctrine. Below I give a few illustration 
from his epistles:— 

(a) “For all have sinned and come short of the glory of God; 
being justified by his grace through the redemption that is in 
Christ Jesus. Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation 
through faith in his blood to declare his righteousness for the 
remission of sins, through the forbearance of God". (Roman. 
3:23-25) 

(b) "But God commended) his love towards us. In that while we 
were yet sinners Christ died for us. Much more then being 
now justified by his blood we shall be saved from wrath 
through him". (Roman 5:8 & 9) 

(c) "Sin shall not have dominion over you. for ye are not under 
the law. but under the grace". (Rom. 6:14) 

(d) “For whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord, shall 
be saved" (Rom 10:13) 

(e) "It pleased God by the foolishness of preaching to save them 
that believe". (I Cbr. 1:21) 

(0 “For I delivered unto you first of all that which I also 
received how that Christ died for our sins according to the 
scriptures". (1 Cor. 15:3) 


(g) Since by i 


: death, by man also i 


of the dead: for as in Adam all die. so in Christ shall all be 
made alive”. (1 Cor. 15:21) 

(h) “And he died for all." (2 Cor. 5:15) 

(k) "God was in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself, not 
imputing their trespasses unto them." (2 Cor. 5:19) 

fl) “Knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the law. 
but by the faith of Jesus Christ". (Gal. 2:16) 

(m) "In whom we have redemption through his blood, the 
forgiveness of sins according to the riches of his grace". 
(Ephes. 15) 

(n) "But we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the 
angels for the suffering of death, crowned with glory and 
honour, that he. by the grace of God. should taste for every 

. man". (Hebrews. 2:9) 

From the above quotations it can easily be inferred that St. Paul 
and not Jesus Christ is the "author” of the novel doctrine, which he 
certainly borrowed from the "mystery religions” and particularly 
from Mithrarsm. This being'so, there crops up a very serious 
difficulty, viz., antagonism between Jesus and Paul. The idea of 
cxptaUon or substitution is visible and predominant throughout the 
known teachings of Paul and this is an idea which can be reconciled 
neither with the demands of moral consciousness, nor with the plain 
teachings of his 'Master'. In short, we can safely assert that the 
doctrine of the atonement as preached by St. Paul was unknown to 
Jesus Christ. 

The teachings of St Paul ate not only opposed to those of Jesus, 
but also to those of the apostles. In the Petrine Epistles, for instance, 
although the doctrine of faith is much insisted upon, but it is faith in 
God and nor in the vicarious sacrifice of Jesus Christ 

In the Epistle of St. James, the Pauline doctrine of justification 
by faith is not merely ignored but explicitly contradicted. Nowhere 
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in (his epistle is iteie the smallest indication of any special efficacy 
in the death of Christ A close study of this epistle reveals the fact 
that no New Testament writing is more full of the spirit of Christ 
and his teachings. 

To show the glaring contrast between the teachings of Sl Paul 
and St. James. I quote a few relevant verses from his (St James') 
epistle: 

(a) "For whosoever shall keep the whole law and yet offend in 
one point, he is guilty of all”. (2:10) 

(b) "What does it profit my brethren, though a man say he hath 
faith, and have not works? Can faith save him?" (2:14) 

(c) "Will thou know that faith without (good) works is dead" 
(2:20) 

(d) "Ye see then, how that by works a man is justified and not 
by faith only,” (2:24) 

Even a cursory perusal of these vetses is sufficient to convince 
the unbiased mind that St. James' teaching is in perfect accord with 
that of his Master (viz. Salvation depends upon faith in God and 
good works) and poles apart from that of St. Paul. 

The Teaching of St. John 

There is not a word in St John's gospel which necessarily 
implies a substitutionary sacrifice or indeed any literal sacrifice at 
all: nothing that implies that Christ died for man in any sense other 
that which a supreme benefactor of humanity might be said to die 
for men. 

The 'Son of man' is to be lilted up. i.e.. crucified — not to make 
a vicarious expiation and appease his Father's wrath, but “to draw 
all men unto himself: to exercise a moral attractive force. Christ 
suffered, accordingly: (a) to reveal his own and his Fathers' love (b) 
as an example to encourage his followers tolives of self-sacrifice. A 
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truth of my 


(a) “He that hash my commandments and keepetti them, he it is 
that loveth me. and he that loveth me shall be loved by .my 
Father, and I will (also) love him and will manifest myself 
to him". (John 14:21) 

Here Jesus does not say that I will pay the penalty of the sins of 


(b) “O Father glorify Thou me with Thine own self with the 

glory which I had with Thee.for 1 have given unto 

men the words (teachings) which Thou gavest me and they 
have believed that Thou didst send me". (John 17: 5-8) 

The readers will please note that the absence in this significant 
prayer by Jesus of the vaguest reference to any vicarious sacrifice, 
which, according to the teachings of St. Paul and the conventional 
thpology Tonnulated by the Church, the “Saviour" was just about in 
offer by his death and which he alone could offer, is as eloquent as 
any positive repudiation could be. 

Jesus is reported by John to have laid so much emphasis upon 
keeping the commandments on the pan of Iris followers, that we arc 
quite justified including that spiritual union with and imitation of 
him is the one condition of salvation "Keep my commandments." 
Jesus exhorts lus followers. "If ye love me". He does not say 'keep 
faith in my vicarious sacrifice for your sins' or something of that 







no( forgive the sinners, unless He were propitiated or placated by the 
death and suffering of his “innocent son" 

Corruption of Christ's Teaching 

We have incontrovenibiy proved that Jesus did not teach the 
doctrine of the vicarious sacrifice; on the other hand, it was St. Paul 
who sowed the seed of this pernicious doctrine, quite contrary to the 
explicit teachings of his master. Later on, this seed was watered and 
nourished by Iraeneus. Tettullian. Eusebius of Caesaria. Augustine 
and Luther with the result that the original teaching of Jesus was 
subvened, corrupted and finally lost sight of altogether 

Through the arbitrary teachings of Tenullian Christianity had • 
come to mean something very different from anything taught by 
Jesus. Eusebius (26-339 A.C.) of Caesaria was the first Greek writer 
of note who strongly emphasised the idea of substitutionary 
punishment. 

Finally, the theory which blackened the character of the God 
preached by Jesus, reached its culmination in the writings of St 
Augustine, whose theology centered round the idea of redemption 
through tlic blood of Christ He even went to (tie length of asserting: 
"If there had been no Fall. Chnst would never have come" From Ms 
words it is quite evident that he drew his inspiration, not from the 
teachings of Jesus, but entirely from those of St Paul He asserts 
without any compunction that all human beings who lived before the 
coming of Christ are doomed to eternal perdition and everlasting 
torments in hell Blind fanaticism. I think, could go no further! 

Finally. Luther completed the task undertaken by St Augustine. 
“His theology represents the exaggerated version of St. Augustine' 

He declares that Christ was the greatest of all sinners “because he 
assumed in His body the sins we had committed, to make 
satisfaction from them by His own blood" 

The traditional doctrine of atonement is absolutely inconsistent 
with the teachings of the founder of Christianity This doctrine was 
certainly not a pan of Christ's teaching: it originated in the necessity 
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for explaining the scandal of a crucified Messiah. When the Jews 
began to revile the Christians in regard to die accursed death of 
Christ upon the Cross, they had no answer to give and no defence to 
make except that Christ did die upon the Cross, not because he was 
accursed, but because he voluntarily offered his life to pay the 
penalty of our sins. 

This explanation, however, is diametrically opposed to the 
teaching of Christ himself who says: "He alone shall enter into the 
kingdom of heaven who does the will of my Father''. (Mauh. 7:21) 

Criticism of the Doctrine 

General remarks: It has been clearly proved in the foregoing 
pages that: 

(a) Jesus did not preach die doctrine of vicarious sacrifice. 

(bCSt. Matthew. St. John and St. James positively teach that 
*• • salvation depends upon good deeds. 

(c) St Paul's leaching is diametrically opposed to that of Jesus 
and hit disciples: hence we are justified in concluding that 
he corrupted the original teaching of his Master in order to 
compete with Mithraism, which was by far the most 
formidable rival of Christianity, and but for the timely 
protection offered to this religion by Emperor Constantine, 
would have certainly wiped it out from the face of the earth. 

However, as the Christians prefer to follow St. Paul rather than 
Jesus, we have a right to examine this doctrine in die light of reason 

(1) St Paul says that all men arc sinful and. as such, no human 
being can take away the sins of his fellowmen. That was 
why God had to send His only son in the form of a human 
being to offer vicarious sacrifice for the redemption of 
mankind. In other words, a god was needed to propitiate the 



Bui it is more than strange that the same St Paul informs us that 
“the Son of God" totally emptied himself of godhead before he came 
down to the earth, as is evident from his epistle to the Philippians:— 

“Let this mind be in you. which was also in Qmst Jesus: who. 
being in the form of God. thought it not proper to be equal with 
God; but made himself of no reputation and took upon him the form 
of a servant and was made in the likeness of men; and he humbled 
himself and became obedient unto death". (Phil. 2:5-8)* 

This verse establishes the fact that it was not “God or the Son of 
God" but only a human being who was crucified. If this is so: 

(a) Why did God make such a fuss about sending His son after 
having emptied him of his godhead, when an ordinary man 
could serve this puiposc? 

(b) The point is not whether Christ was God or not; the point is. 
who was crucified — God or man? If it was God who died 
on the cross, what is the proof that the person in question 
was God. as God cannot die. If it was man. as Paul asks us 
to believe, the question is whether Jesus was bom of a 
woman or not. If not. why do you call him 'Son of Mary '; if 
yes. he was also sinful just like other human beings and a 
sinner cannot be a substitute for sinners. 

(2) According to St. Paul. Christ emptied himself of Godhead 
before entenng the womb of Mary. But. acconling to the 
authors of the Nicene creed. Jesus Christ was "perfect God 
and perfect man" and the two natures were so muted that 
you cannot separate the one from the other. According to 
this creed, Jesus died on the cross, his divinity and humanity 
both died simultaneously. Now the question is: (a) Did the 
Father also die with His Son? If yes. the world remained 
without God for 3 days. Who governed it during this 
interval? If not. Trinity is reduced to naught, as there then 



remained only two gods, the third god having died on the 


(3) Jesus said that he did not lay claim to goodness as God alone 
was good; this shows that during his earthly life he was not 
God. If this be true, the Church creed thai he was perfect 
God is obviously false; and if the Church creed be uue. then 
Gospel account is false. 

(4) Divinity and humanity are contrary terms and any union 
between the two is impossible; they can exist side by side 
but cannot become one. Now if the divinity and the 
humanity existed side by side in Jesus, surely he must have 
had a very hanl lime during his short span of life. He must 
have been a constant prey to conflicting emotions and 
mental states For instance, when he said: "I am not good — 
God alone is good", the divinity in him must have revolted 
against this falsehood. 

* (a) If the two natures became one through fusion, surely 

something quite distinct from divinity and humanity 
must have come out as a result of that fusion. Pray let us 
know what it was. 

(b) If God can also die. we would like to know why such a 
being is entitled to divinity at all. 

(5) If this vicarious sacrifice is indispensible for salvation, what 
about those persons who lived and died before Jesus was 
bom? Will they be saved? If yes. then the death of Christ on 
the cross was quite useless; if not. why not? What fault had 
those persons committed that God has deprived them of 
heaven? 

(6) If Christ camr to this world to be crucified for our sake, why 
do the Christian writers heap abuses upon the Jews? On the 
contrary, all Christians should offer their heartfelt thanks to 
the Jews for their having so kindly brought about the death 
of Christ- 
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(7) The belief in the doctrine is against the plain dictates of 
reason. How. on eatth. can my sins be forgiven through the 
death of another man? What is the logical connection 
between these two phenomena? Moreover, how can A be 
cured of stomach-ache if the doctor administer the 
carminative mixture to B or C? 

(8) This is quite against the Justice of God that He caught hold 
of an innocent person (be he his own son or that of Mary) in 
place of the real culprit made him die an ignominious death. 

Can that government be styled a civilised one which tries to 

imitate the God of Christians in this respect? Will any 
individual be found willing to live under such a 

ffovemmenr? 


(9) Mithraism, too. offers the same alluring prize to its adherents 
— Mithra. the son of God, died for our sins Now. the 
question is. why should not all Christians accept the older 
religion, when both of them (Mithraism and Christianity) 
offer exactly the same scheme of salvation? 

(10) If Christ really came to the earth to take away the'sins of 
mankind, why did he ptay: "Eli Eli Lama sabachlharo"’ 
This proves that he knew nothing about the vicarious 
sacrifice. This being so, Christians have no right to affirm 
that he died for us. 

(11) If salvation depends upon belief in the theory of 
Atonement, why did Jesus Christ take the trouble of 
preaching the Sermon on the Mount? 


13-3) 1 ,dl y ° U ' ** rCpaH ytshlU,u '-wise perish" (Luke 
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“I came not to call the righteous, but the sinners to repentance" 
(Lake. 5:32) 

"John did preach the baptism of repentance for the remission of 
sins". (Mark 1:4) 

(13) The doctrine of atonement is against the laws of nature. If a 
fanner believes that God is Bountiful and Bestower of gifts, 
this belief alone can not cause wheat and barley to grow in 
his fields. In the same way mere belief in the vicarious 
sacrifice of any person can't absolve me from my sins. 

(14) The ultimate moral aim of punishment is to reform the 
culprit or the sinner but reformation can be effected through 
a change of heart, which in its turn, depends upon true and 
sincere repentance and certainly not on belief in the death of 
a certain individual. That is why we see Jesus calling his 
hearers to repent for their sins with a sincere heart. 

“I say unto you. that likewise Joy shall be in heaven over one 
sinner that repenteth. more than over ninety and nine just person 
which need no repentance". (Luke 15:7) 

If Jesus had really come to offer his life as a ransom for the sins 
of mankind, he would never have talked of repentance which 
undermines the whole basis of atonement. On the contrary, he ought 
to have preached the utter futility of repentance. 

This proves that Jesus knew nothing about the doctrine of 
atonement. 


(15) It seems to me that Christians failed to realise that there was 
no antithesis between justice and mercy. These are not 
incompatible terms. Their argument which is quite puerile 
was formulated to reconcile the demands of justice and 
mercy. God. St Paul argued, is just His justice demands 
that mankind must be punished for the original sin; but His 
mercy stipulates that human beings should be saved. God 
was at His wit’s end for a long time; at last He devised a 
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unique plan. He asked His son to go to the world and bear 
the burden and pay the price of the sins of mankind. 

(a) This is no solution of the difficulty as God violated the 
principle of justice by sentencing his innocent Son to 
this ignominious death. Certainly this is no-jusdce that 
you let the teal culprit go scot free and-send a poor 
innocent creature to the gallows in his stead 

(b) But I say. if a man out of his benevolent disposition 
forgives his debtor and remits the whole amount, this act 
of mercy on his does not in any way violate or come 
into conflict with the principle of justice If this act of 
mercy is commendable in an individual, it must be 
hundred times so in God. who is the fountain of mercy 

(16) It was Adam who sinned; he alone should have suffered for 
It. Is it not against all canons of justice that God pronounced 
his whole progeny to be sinnets? 

(17) If the death of Jesus was the only condition of the remission 
of sins, why did not God send his Son just after Adam? 
What purpose did He intend to serve by postponing the 
crucifixion for thousands of years! 

(18) No Christian has as yet logically proved that the sin 
committed by Adam was transmitted, like the germs of 
syphilis, to his posterity or offsprings. Until this is proved 
the dogma that we are all sinful is a pure fiction which no 
sane mind can accept as a truth. 

(19) If for the sake of argument, we grant that sin is inherent in 
every human being and every child is bom in sin, and is 
consequently a sinner, why did Jesus command his disciples 
to let the children come to him as theirs was the kingdom of 
heaven? This dearly shows that Jesus did not look upon 
children as sinners. 


(20) If by 


believing that Jesus died for . 


obtain salvation, why then should we go to churches and 
pray for the forgiveness of our sins? 

(21) Jesus says: “whosoever speakeih against the Holy Ghost, it 
shall not be forgiven him. heither in this world nor in the 
' world to come". (Matth. 12:32). If this is true, all the 
efficacy of the atonement is set at naught. 

Condusion 

In this dissertation I have dearly demonstrated that: 

(a) the Christians can't prove that their 'holy scriptures' are 
authentic and genuine: 

(b) the dogmas of the Trinity, the Incarnation and the 
Atonement, arc. all of them, logically absured and can not 
stand the test of reason and of the Scriptures them selves 

_ Hence the irresistible condusion is that Christianity is a 
* religion without any historical and rational basis, and stands 
refuted on its own grounds: and no intelligent person can pin 
his faith upon such an inational religion. The doclnne of the 
Atonement is the foundation of Christianity and this 
doctrine is contradicted by the very teachings of Christ. 
Therefore, the whole super-stnidurc automatically falls to 
the ground like a house of cards. How beautifully has the 
Holy Qur'an brushed aside the dogma of the Atonement as 
quite irrational, by the single stroke of this verse: 

J Jji if ^ 

"No one bearcth another's burden". (VI: 165) 


6. Christianity and the Principle 
of Equality 

The modem connotation of Christianity 

In reality. Christianity is the name given to the religion 
attributed to Jesus. Son of Mary, who was one of the Apostles of 
Allah, just like Noah. Abraham. Moses. David. Solomon. Zachariah. 
etc. etc. But owing to die loss of the original and tnje "Injecl" 
(gospel), the introduction, fusion and amalgamation of pagan riles 
and practices, the acceptance of spurious books as the revealed 
Scriptures by the Church, the corruption of the original teachings of 
Jesus by St. Paul and the political expediency of Constantine "the 
great", and the mutual dissensions of the Church fathers, and the 
personal aggrandizement and the love of power on the pan of the 
Popes, and the unhealthy nvalry and mutual haired amongst the 
dignitaries of the "holy catholic church", and finally owing to 
mariolatory. pope-worship, blind faith, ultra-credulity, relic-worship, 
superstitions, man-worship, mystery riles, the infiltration of pagan 
ideas and beliefs, and patristic innovations, die true Christian 
religion became lost to the world for good. The religion passing as 
Christianity today, however, has got nothing to do with Jesus and his 
teachings except a nominal association with his person. The 
doctrines of the Trinity, the Incarnation, the Atonement, the original 
sin. the death of "God” on the cross, his descent into hell, the Logos 
and his humiliation, the worship of Mary as "ttie mother of God" 
and all the intricate rites of the Church, the monastic order, the 
appearance of monks and nuns and their unnatural ways of life, vis.. 
the vows of celibacy, the special dress of the clergy, the observance 
of 23th December as Christ's birth-day (this in reality being the 
birth-day of Mithra the Sun-god), the Sacrament of the ‘Holy 
Communion' and the doctrine of Transubstamiation. statues of Mary 
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in and outside the churches, and the Confession — all these beliefs, 
rites, ceremonies and practices were literally unknown to Jesus 
Christ In fact, all these riles and rituals have been borrowed from 
Buddhism. Essenism. Gnosticism, Paganism and Mithraism. 

Under the influence of Islamic teachings Luther raised the 
standard or revolt against the papacy and all that was associated with 
it; but his Reformation' was only partial and superficial; he did not 
probe the malady of the Christian religion to its source; he was not 
against the un-Christian beliefs of the Church, but only against the 
Church-organisation. His protest was directed not against the 
irrationality of the doctrines, but against the authority of the popes. 

However, with the advent of the age of Reason in Europe, 
brought about by the "Revival of Learning" (Renaissance), the reign 
of dogma came to an end. and liberal-minded theologians, e g., 
Swedenborg. Ritschel, Schliennacher and Tolstoy that the religion 
preached by Jesus was different from the dogmas of the Church, and 
the leaders of the modernist movement in our own times, e.g... Dr. 
Inge. Dr Rashdall, Dr. Major and Dr Barnes, etc., have come to the 
conclusion that the real religion of Jesus has nothing in common 
with the teachings of the Church. 

I am afraid I cannot dwell upon this very interesting and fruitful 
subject at length in this book. I will, therefore, refer my readers to 
the following standard works for a detailed study thereof: 

1. Draper (1) Conflict between Science and Religion. 

(2) The Intellectual Development of Europe 

2. White History of Warfare between Science and 

Theology. 

3. Lecky (1) History of European Morals. 

(2) History of the Rise of Rationalism 

4 Alexander Shaping forces of Religious Thought. 

5. Robertson Christianity and Mythology. 
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6. Carpenter Pagan Christa. 

7. Benneu Christianity. Judaism and Islam. 

8. Hagenbach History of Christian Doctrine. 

9. Jackson History of the Christian Church. 

10. Lee Buddhism in Christendom. 

11. Meander History of Christian Dogma. 

12. Renan Ufe of Christ 

13. Briffault The Making of Humanity. 

14. Spengler Decline of the West 

15. Agnus Mystery Religions and Christianity. 

16. Ueberweg History of Philosophy 

17. On Progress of Dogma. 

18. Miltnan History of Christianity. 

19. Ranke History of ihe Popes. 

20. Gibbon Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. 

21. Dotner 


History of die Doctrine of the Person of Christ 


The Connotation of Christianity 


A faint picture of ihe principle of equality is. no doubt, visible in 
die teachings of Jesus, but even lhai fades away altogether when we 
hear Jesus saying: "I am not sent but unto the lost sheep of the house 
of Israel." (Mauh. 15:26). Or again: “It is not meet to take die 
children s bread and cast it to dogs" (Ibid. 15-26). By restricting his 
ministry to die Jews only Jesus drew die line of demarcation 
between to the Utter. But this discrimination made by Jesus pales 
into insignificance when we consider die teaching of St. Paul and die 
Christian Church as regards this noble principle. 

Peter says: "God is no respecter of person, but in every nation, 
he that feareth Him and worked! righteousness is accepted with 
Him. (Acts. 10-35). Whai a noble and sublime leaching! Bui it is 
reduced to naught when viewed in the light of die teachings of St 
Paul and die Church. Just consider! Peter says that anybody who 
works righteousness is accepted with God; but St. Paul leaches that 
>11 human beings are sinful by nature, hence nobody can work 
righteousness and unless he believes in die vicarious sacrifice 
offered by Jesus on the Cross, he is sure to be doomed to eternal 
perdition. What the Church offered to mankind in place of die 
principle of equality. 1 will now delineate in the following pages. 

(I) Very low and debased conception of humanity 

The teachings of die Church or of modem Christianity, as 
opposed to the true teachings of Jesus lost to the world for good, is 
dut man is sinful by nature. Every child that comes into this world is 
tainted with sin. He is bom in sin. How much soever he may try, he 
can't remove this stigma as it is inherent in his nature. That is why 
unbaptized babies are not allowed to be buried in die Christian 

Apart from die fact that this doctrine exposes the Almighty to 
serious Objections as to why He gave the law to Moses when he 
created man in such a manner that he can not follow the law; and 
dial this doctrine is against the elementary rules of justice, as it 
condemns an individual before he has actually committed any crime. 
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lusi consider whal a low and debased conception of humanity this 
doctrine presents. When a man thinks that he is a sinner simply 
because he is a human being, this idea makes humanity itself 
something abominable in his eyes. Is it not something inconsistent 
with design of God that He created all living beings without sin 
being inherent in their nature, but created man — the noblest of all 
His creatures — His vicegerent upon earth — saturated with sin 
from head to fool, with sin written large on his fore-head, with a 
corrupt nature incapable of leading a righteous and clean life! And is 
it not incompatible with His wisdom that He could provide man with 
no other remedy than to ordain His own beloved Son to die on the 
Cross! 

The truth is that like Hinduism. Buddhism. Jainism and 
Mamcheism. Christianity too failed to present a reasonable view 
regarding God. man and universe. All these religions represent the 
world as something detestable and loathsome, something to be 
shunned and avoided, something akin to a prison, something whose 
touch pollutes human soul and by coming into contact with which 
man loses all his purity and piety That is why all these religions 
have advocated monasticism and preached renunciation or lag as the 
ideal. All these religions regard matter as essentially evil; therefore 
this world, which is composed of matter, is also evil and must 
consequently be avoided and. In such a world the conception of the 
dignity of man is out of question — It can find no place in the mind 
of man. 

The Hindu Cosmogony is based upon Transgression and 
violation of the will of God" i.e.. the evil and wicked deeds of 
mankind. The continuity of the world depends upon the evil 
practised by man If all human beings were to lead a virtuous life, 
the entire cosmic system would ultimately collapse, and lire world, 
as it is. would cease to exist, for the simple reason that animals, 
birds, beasts, insects and worms — all these owe their very 
existence to the evil and wicked deeds of mankind This is the 
practical outcome of the doctrine of transmigration of soufa. la me 
quote the Bhagavad Gita. which is regarded as the tgiimessence of 
all wisdom and true knowledge by the Hindus: “Bor. finding the 
refuge in me, they also who. O Son of Pritha' may be of a sinful 
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hjrth — women, vaisyas as well as Saras. — even they attain to the 
supreme goal." <*32). (English trans. by A M. Shastn. Madras, p. 
257). 

The readers will pethaps note -with disagreeable surprise that 
,ven women are the fruits of sinful birth! Yes. such is the plain 
leaclung of Knstma — "the God-incamale" of the Hindus! The 
existence of mankind depends upon women; and the existence of 
women depends upon the sins committed by men! No sin. no 
women, no hum* beings no world! To conceive of God as having 
claimed and ordained the structure of the world upon the foundation 
of sin. is. in other words, to drag Him down to the lowest abyss of 
ignominy and infamy. 

Buddhism and Jainism go even a step further and preach that 
this world is a veritable hell, and life is not worth living at all as the 
very fact of existence is synonymous with suffenng. Buddha has pul 
his whole theory of life in a nutshell in his famous epigram, all is 
pain; all is suffering (SARWAM DUKKHUM)." 

Desire Is the primeval source of suffering, and you cannot get 
rid of desire so long as you are in some way or the other connected 
with or related to this world; hence the only possible alternative or 
remedy is to to renounce this world, to cut yourself off rrom social 
life —wife, children, occupation and home; and to lead the life of 
complete renunciation. Human frame is the mark of sin; therefore 
gel rid of this frame also. Kill your desire and emotion, in order to 
avoid the cyde of birih and rebirth. Annihilate your personality - 
this is Nirvana, the highest goal of life! What a sublime picture of 
human life and all its aspirations! 

In such a scheme of things as visualised by these religious 
systems to talk of the sublime principles of liberty, fraternity and 
equality is to look for diamonds In the house of a destitute. 

As ill-luck would have it. the simple religion of Jesus Christ, 
owing to certain extraneous causes, was greatly influenced by 
Gnosticism. Neo-Platonism. Essenism. Mithraism, Manichaeism, 
and Monasticism. with the obvious result that wrong view 
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lod»y Christianity is in no way superior lo die religions mentioned 


Several Church fathers have employed very insulting language 
in regard lo woman. For instance. TetmUian says that woman is "the 
gate of hell"; vide. Draper's Conflict between Religion and Science. 
Just like religions. Christianity has no soft comer in her heart for 
woman, and has no kind wool for her in store. A dose study of the 
patristic literature can easily bring the fact to light that Ihe Church 
looked upon woman as something detestable through whose guiles 
sin is said to have entered this planet and corrupted the whole life of 


(3) Distinction drawn between celibacy and married stale of life: 

The logical result of these two above-mentioned principals it 
that aloofness from woman (the fountain of evil) should be looked 
upon as more in conformity with vinuc than the married state of life; 
and the Church did attach greater sanctity to celibacy than to 
matrimony. And in my opinion, in this matter also. Christianity 
walked in the footsteps of the oriental religions, by which it was 
tremendously influenced. Jesus did not inculcate the practice of 
monasticism or the doctrine of celibacy: all beliefs and practices of 
this nature were directly and indirectly borrowed from Buddhism, 
which flourished in Syria and adjoining lands just before the birth of 
Jesus, the Son of Mary. The origin of several rites and ceremonies of 
Ihe Roman Catholic Church can easily be traced to the direct 
influence of Buddhism. The Roman Catholic fathers of the Church 
in recognition of the great debt they owed to Buddhism, cancnised 
Buddha as St: Josaphet, and alloted him a permanent place of 
honour in the national hierarchy of saints. 


sanctity and piety, and this verdict gave rise to that vast network of 
monasteries all over Christendom which held Europe-in int e ll ectu al 
and moral thraldom for more than one thousand years.!Monks and 


Nuns, the sweet first fruits of the monastic order, developed under 
die aegis of the Church, set the example of "virtue and piety" to the 
world by their "holy" lives led against the law of nature. As 
considered to be the mart of piety, the Roman Church decreed that 
die clergy could not many. Marriage was reserved for Ihe laity who 
were inferior to the clergy in the moral and spiritual scale. 

(4) The Clergy and the laity 

(a) This distinction between the the laity which was the creation 
of the "holy Catholic Church" struck at the very root of the 
principle, equality. The Church divided mankind into two 
irreconcilable groups, viz, the clergy and the laity. This 
distinction resulted in a sharp dualism between spirit and 
matter, church and state, here and he leafier, sacred and 
profane; and that is why Christianity failed to establish the 
noble principle of human equality in society The inevitable 
consequence of this distinction throughout the Christian 
world today, we behold the distinction between the clergy 

w. and the lady. No individual who has not been ordained a 
priest can lead the congregation in prayers, nor can he 
conduct any religious service in any church; nor perform the 
marriage ceremony, nor the burial rites. 

(b) The clergy and the members of the monastic order are 
looked upon as superior to the laity in regard to piety and 
sanctity, litis veneration paid to the clergy resulted in the 
establishment of classes in the social order, and the 
existence of classes it the virtual negation of the principle of 
equality 

(c) With the destruction of this principle, there gradually arose 
the distinction of race, colour, and nationality in Christian 
Europe; and these distinctions have become so acute with 
the passage of lime that today in many European and 
American cities we find such notices hung outside laundries; 
"No Negro washing undertaken." 

In many churches in England, pews are reserved for the nobility 
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and members of higher social sums. American Negro Christians are 
generally looked down upon and despised and often subjected 10 
harsh treatment for the simple reason that they do not belong to the 
while race. In Lahore, there is a Church in Heera Mandi reserved for 
those Christians who belong to the sweeper class. 

(d) This distinction between the white and the coloured races, 
between the European and the Asiatics, ultimately found 
expression in the well-known couplet by Rudyard Kipling. 

"West is West and East is East 
and never the twain shall meet" 

(c) This distinction between different races and nationalities of 
the world was responsible for the harbarous treatment meted 
out to the members of the Semitic race. i.c.. the Jews, by 
Hitler, who was the protagonist of the Aryan race. 

As the Jews do not belong to the Aryan race, they were 
considered to have no right to live in Germany side by side with the 
people of the superior Aryan race, even though they arc white This 
was exactly the argument employed by the compilers of the “Holy 
Vedas" some three or four thousand yean ago in India, when they 
mercilessly put to sword all the non-Aryan races originally 
inhabiting this country. Those who could run very fast hid 
themselves in the dense forests of Central India and the Central 
Provinces, and arc known today as the Bhrls and the Goods; and 
those who had the means to shift to the South are known today as 
the Dravidians. 

The Church guided (he destinies of European countries for full 
one thousand years; yet she could not succeed in establishing the 
principle of equality in a single country or nationality of Europe If 
some body argues that European and American natrons do not 
profess Christianity, then Spinoza's remark is quite true, who said 
that there lived only one Christian in this world he was Crucified! 
But. on the other hand, we actually see Europeans and Americans 
going ro the Church on Sundays and other occasions and thousand 
of missionaries coming out from Western countries to the East to 
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preach the gospel: and thousands of books are published every year 
on the excellence of the Christian religion: and the English 
Sovereign is officially styled as the 'Defender of the Faith' that 
Omstiarmy still holds sway over the peoples of the West. Inspite of 
all this, what do we find in the churches? The front seats in 
cathedrals and big churches are often reserved for rich people. You 
will seldom find a duke and his servant kneeling before God side by 
side in a cathedral. 

The Responsibility of the Church 

The responsibility for this distinction does not lie upon the 
shoulders of Jesus who was a friend of the sinners and the publicans 
but on the religion that goes today by his name, on the Church, 
which has through its teachings given rise to the distinction between 
the laity and the clergy; the church and the state, the sacred and the 
profane, this world and the hereafter, spirit and matter, and so lung 
as these distinctions persist, the idea of human equality shall ever 
remain a dream 


The net result of the teachings of the Church is visible to us in 
the form of the so-called Western Civilisation which is materialistic 
to the core and whose fruits are exploitation, colonisation, class-war, 
capitalism, national jealousies, and a purely materialistic outlook on 
life. This civilisation is not based on the affirmation of. but on the 
denial of. God. Infatuated by the love of power and self- 
aggrandtsemenu the western nations are running at each others' 
throats today and are using all the means and resources at their 
disposal to make this world a veritable hell. Their sole aim is to 
annihilate the weaker nations inhabiting this globe and to reduce 
them to a state of perpetual serfdom and slavery. 


The demon of nationalism stalking the countries of the West in 
its diabolic nakedness today and carrying devastation and ruin in its 
wake is nothing but the sweet first fruit of this very atheistic 
civilisation brougfa into being by the attitude taken by the Church 
towards Reason and the rational spirit of enquiry. 


Guided by the dictates of nationalism every nation of the West 



European regards himself as superior to the coloured races of the 
world — Asiatic and African. Under these circumstances, how can 
the Untouchables of any country, and the black races hope to find 
themselves in a position of equality by accepting the religion of the 
white races? No white man is prepared to grant them an equal status 
in the society so long as the colour prejudice lasts. 

In short, the European civilisation is a purely materialistic 
civilisation with no spiritual sanction behind it. There is no room for 
God and the ethical values of life in this civilisation; and that is why 
all those nations which ate under its spell, are utterly lacking in the 
principles of fraternity, liberty and equality. 

Revoll against the Church 

Dissatisfied with the irrational teachings of the Christian 
Church, many earnest and inquiring souls rebelled against them; and 
some of them came forward with their respective solutions of the 
social and ethical and economic problems But as they did not 
follow the Divine light, the fruits of their individual efforts proved to 
he as biller as those of the Church. The Pragmatism of Williams 
James, the Positivism of Comet, the Evolutionism of Spencer, the 
Utilitarianism of Mill, the Rationalism of Renan and Strauss, the 
Socialism of Voltaire and Rousseau, the Pessimism of Schopcnhaur. 
and the Communism of Marx and Lenin, are some of the substitutes 
offered by European thinkers during the past two centuries for the 
irrational teachings of the Church regarding the acute social and 
intellectual problems of humanity at large. But, like so many other 
man-make systems in the past, all these remedies proved of no avail 
to cure human ills. Even the much-vaunted Socialism and 
Communism of today have failed to establish the principle of 
equality in its true sense, as they based upon materialism and 
consequently cannot take cognizance of higher ethical values and are 
satisfied merely with the equality of stomachs. How aptly has Iqbal 
summed up the whole philosophy of Communism in one couplet: 
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“The religion preached by that apostle who is blind to the truth 
is based upon the equality of stomachs." Real equality can be 
realised only when man is conceived of as a spiritual being having 
ideals higher than mere physical and animal wants. 

In short. Christianity failed to establish the principle of human 
equality in the world, and the real teachings of Jesus, as stated, are to 
be met with nowhere today. Therefore the down-uodden cannot 
reasonably hope to obtain the thing they are hankering after by being 
converted to Christianity as such. 

Before bringing this chapter to a close. 1 must furnish proof of 
the truth of my assertion that the modem civilisation, which is based 
upon Atheism and Materialism, is the direct product of the teachings 
of the Christian Church. 

Modern Atheism and the Church 


Christianity, as promulgated by the Church, appeared merely as 
a monastic order, animated by an ideal of othcr-worldlincss. 

Pnmtuve Christianity", says the famous German critic Naumann, 
"attached no value to the preservation of the state, law, organisation, 
and production. It simply does not re flea on the conditions of 
human society." The superstructure of this monastic order rests upon 
certain dogmas, all of which are irrational, and hence quite 
unacceptable to the educated and intellectually-advanced classes in 
all countries and in all ages. Below I give their list for the benefit of 

God is one and three both and one 
and the same time. The three gods ate 
quite distina and separate, yet they 
are one. 

God the Son is both God and man; 
and yet he is one person, has one 
will. Further, this God died on the 


(a) Trinity: 

fb) Incarnation: 




Logos, the Son of God. 
joining himself to man Jesus, i 




himself of his Godhead and assumed 
the form of a servant. 

God, the Logos, and the Son. by 


sins of mankind. 

(e) Salvation: Mere belief in the vicarious sacrifice 

of Jesus is enough for human 
salvation. Law is uselesa-and 
worthless. 

(0 Human Nature: Every man is bom in sin; every man 

is sinful by nature. 

(g) Transubstantiation: The conversion, in the Eucharist, of 

the whole substance of the bread into 
the body, and of the whole substance 
of the wine into the blood of Christ. 
The whole process is a mystery — 
borrowed from Mithraism and other 
mystery culls. 

(h) Immaculate Conception: The unique privilege by which Mary 

was conceived in her mother's womb 
without the stain of original sin. 
through the anticipated merits of 
Jesus Christ. 


A mere glance at these dogmas is enough to convince the readc 
of Iticir utter illogicality and absurdity. Christianity, as such, has n 
code of laws for the guidance of people in their social political an 
economic problems. And the moral system which it gave to th 
world was so much one-sided that no stable civilization could b 
evolved on its basis. In the words of Nietzsche: "it was nothing but. 
code for the protection of slaves and parasites against their masters" 
and in my opinion, he was not wrong in this characterisation. 


As Christianity had no polity of any kind, and no social laws of 
any description, it eventually turned out to be the total negation of 
civilization. It confined itself to the problem of individual salvation. 
It could see no spiritual value in the complexity of human social 
relations, and the path which it prescribed for human beings was 
complete renunciation of the physical world. "Man ", tie Church 
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taught, “was the citizen of a profane world, to be renounced in the 
interest of a world of spirit situated elsewhere." 

The dogmas of the Church bring illogical and irrational, the 
Popes and the monks look all possible precautions to check the 
revival of learning and the spread of philosophical studies and the 
diffusion of scientific ideas in Europe. But they could not stem the 
rising tide of the movement known in European history as the 
Renaissance. Even the horrors of the infamous Inquisition, instituted 
by Pope Innocent IV in 1243. failed to curt) the spirit of the new age; 
and the public burning of Bruno in 1600 only fanned the flame of 
scientific researches and philosophical studies. 

Hostile attitude of the Church 

As the scientists and the philosophers rejected the dogmas of the 
Church and taught what laid the axe at they very roots of the 
Church, the Papacy and the clergy became the inveterate enemies of 
.science and learning. They thought that with the popularisation of 
scientific ideas their authority would come to an end. This gave rise 
to a state of warfare between science and religion. Closing her eyes 
to the truth, the Church anathematized each and every scientific 
discovery and excommunicated each and every scientist. In their 
wild frenzy die dignitaries of the “holy Catholic Church" started a 
regular campaign to belittle human reason, and exhorted the illiterate 
Christians to take shelter in the teachings of the Church. 

On the other hand, the leaders of the Renaissance and the 
pioneers of the scientific researches, exposed the hollowness of the 
scientific researches, exposed the hollowness of the claim of the 
Church to guide the destiny of Europe and brought forward the 
following charges against it: 

(a) That the Church has taught irrational and illogical doctrines. 

(b) That the Church has carried on a regular crusade against the 
authority of reason and employed all means to suppress it 

(c) That the Church has inculcated deception and falsehood 
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amongst the ignorant masses. 


(d) That the Church regards corporeal punishment and bodily 
torture as something valid if any man does not submit to the 
irrational doctrines aught by the clergy. 

The clergy, playing upon the ignorance of the misses, started 
the sale of •the declaration of indulgences" and the monks levied a 
tax upon the relics preserved in the monasteries When the Popes 
noticed that the clergy were making a lot of money out of this 
lucrative business, they made the sale of the 'Indulgences' their own 
monopoly. 

Luther's revolt 

In the meantime there arose a controversy within the fold of the 
Church regarding the ultimate criterion of troth. The issue was: 
which of the two — the Bible or the Church — was the ultimate 
criterion of troth. The Church decreed that it was itself the criterion 
of the troth. At this juncture Luther came forward with his verdict 
that the Bible and not the Church was the ultimate criterion of troth; 
and further that the Pope was not infallible, and the sale of writs of 
Indulgences was something very objectionable. In 1520. Pope Leo 
excommunicated Luther, but his protest against the authority of the 
Church resulted in the birth of the Protestant religion which was a 
great blow to the supremacy of the Roman Church 

But the aim of this movement — the Reformation — was only 
to liberate Christendom from the yoke of the Papacy. Luther and his 
friends were not against the doctrines preached by the Church in the 
name of the doctrines preached by the Church in the name of 
Christianity but only against the Church-organisation. The result 
was that even the Reformation did nothing to effect a conciliation 
between science and religion. Luther and Calvin were both as hostile 
towards science and philosophy as the leaders of the Catholic 
Church. They did not reform or renovate Christianity. They only 
reformed the Church; and that. too. only to a certain extent Their 
protest was not directed against the Church-organisation and the 
authority of the Pope. They denounced both Aristotle and Plato as 
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0* Devi Is-incarnate; and discouraged the study of physical sciences 
u vehemently as the Catholic Church. 

In short, the Reformation too failed to bridge the ever-widening 
gulf between Religion and Science. 

The Spirit of Rationalism 

However, with the rise of the spirit of Rationalism in Europe, 
brought about by such eminent thinkers as Bruno. Bacon. 
Copernicus. Galileo. Descartes. Newton, etc., philosophers and 
scientists began to test the validity and the reasonableness of the 
dogmas of the Church; and as the Church could not defend them 
rationally, the only alternative left to her was to suppress this spirit 
of inquiry by Inquisition and excommunication But these weapons 
were of no avail against the mote potent forces of logic and reason; 
and the result was that the Church lost this hotly-contested batik, 
was unerly routed, and had to beat an Ignominious retreat. 

•* -The persistent attitude of hostility and animosity adopted by the 
Church towards every thing scientific and rational eventually led the 
protagonists of Science to believe that religion itself — and the 
Church was the only visible symbol of religion in the eyes of the 
scientists — was the enemy of science. Thus the Christian Church, 
by its blind attachment to the traditional and irrational dogmas, not 
only lowered Christianity in the eyes of the scientists, but also 
brought about the down of religion itself: and the scientists and the 
downfall of religion itself; and the scientists and the philosophers 
came to the conclusion that religion was the one great enemy of 
science and philosophy; and. as such, it was the greatest stumbling 
block in the path of human progress and advancement in various 
spheres of life. 

In Europe. Christianity was understood to be synonymous with 
religion, as this was the only religion prevalent throughout the 
length and breadth of that continent; and the educated classes, when 
they denounced Christianity as the enemy of all learning and 
advancement, incidentally denounced all religions. With the 
idvancemeni of science, the educated classes became more and 
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more disgusted with Christianity and hence with religion; and 
Atheism and Materialism gradually came to occupy its place. There 
was naturally no place for God or religion in the civilization which 
was brought about by that mighty scientific and economic ' 
revolution; and today we are witnessing the evil consequences of 
this godless civilization. 

As this civilization is based upon atheism and materialism, the 
principle of human equality has been wiped off for all practical 
purposes from the minds of European nations and the principle of 
nationalism has been accepted by them as their creed, which is the 
negation of the former and which leaches man to hate all those 
people who do not owe their allegiance to his paiticular motherland. 


In short, the irrational teachings of the Church created a gulf 
between science and religion which could never be bridged, and by 
its blind opposition to science and philosophy led the educated 
people to look upon Christianity — nay all religions, with disgust, 
and to adopt atheism and materialism in its place. 

Thus. Christianity committed the fundamental mistake of 
dividing its adherents into two categories, viz., laymen and 
clergymen; and this division was the logical corollary of accepting 
the distinction between matter and spirit which she borrowed from 
Manicheism The result was that the principle of human equality 
was gradually lost sight of. 


— THE END — 
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